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Introduction

This report presents the findings of a survey of institutions parti ting in the Federal Family

Education Loan Program (11-ELP). The purpose of the survey was to establish a baseline comparison

group for analyses of differences in various aspects of loan program administration between the

Direct Loan and Federal Family Education Loan Programs, including: overall quality and ease of loan

program administration; satisfaction with communications and support from the Department of

Education; and satisfaction with service providers. A similar survey of institutions participating in

the Federal 13' tct Loan Program was conducted during February and March of this year, and

selected results are presented for comparison.

A total of 104 institutions participated in the initial year of the Direct Loan Program. Because of the

limited number of participants, care must be taken when making generalizations based on the Direct

Loan/FFEL comparisons in this report. The characteristics and experiences of the initial Direct Loan

participants may not represent subsequent cohorts of Direct Loan institutions. In addition, program

start-up is likely to be quite different from full operation of a program. Both of these factors could

influence the results of a comparison of first-year Direct Loan schools and FFEL schools. However,

over 400,000 borrowers and all types of schools are represented among the first-year participants of

the Direct Loan Program. Therefore, the Direct Loan/FFEL comparisons presented in this report do

provide a reasonable early indication of relative satisfaction between the programs.

Follow-up surveys of Direct Loan and FFEL schools planned for spring of 1996 will provide a clearer

comparison of institutional satisfaction between the loan programs. In addition, FFEL and Direct

Loan borrower surveys, to be conducted in the fall of 1995, will provide baseline comparisons of

borrower satisfaction and experiences for each of the loan programs. Follow-up institutional and

borrower surveys are also planned for future years of the evaluation.

Highlights of Findings



Highlights of Findings

Findings

..1

First-year Direct Loan schools indicated greater satisfaction with the Direct Loan Program

than did FFEL schools with the FFEL Program (Figure 1). The biggest difference between

the two programs was in the percentage of schools that said they were very satisfied-61

percent of Direct Loan schools versus 27 percent of FFEL schools. Few schools indicated

that they were very dissatisfied with either program.

70%

60%
61%

27%

Figure 1

Overall Satisfaction with Loan Program
Direct Loan Schools vs. FFEL Schools

Very Satisfied

41%

29%

2

24%

3 4

7%

Direct Loan Schools 1111 FFEL Schools

1% 2%

5

Very Dissatisfied

Regarding the various activities involved in administering the loan programs (including keeping

up with regulations, counseling borrowers, disbursing loan funds, financial reporting and

recordkeeping), Direct Loan schoob, reported higher satisfaction ratings for all activities than

did FFEL schools. The greatest rating differences in satisfaction occurred for keeping up with

Highlights of Findings
II
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regulations (1.7 for Direct Loan vs 2 4 for 11-..EL ) and refunding excess loan funds to students

(1.5 for Direct Loan vs. 2.2 for FFEL ).'

Satisfaction with the FFEL Program varied by whether the school was currently participating

(or planning to participate) in the Direct Loan Pre Jam. Those that did not intend to apply for

the Direct Loan Program reported the highest satisfaction rating-2.0 on a 5-point scale. This

compared to ratings ranging from 2.4 to 2.6 for those who have either applied or intend to

apply for the Direct Loan Proo,ram.

First-year Direct Loan schools found the Direct Loan Program easier to administer than FFEL

schools found their program (Figure 2). Almost 60 percent of Direct Loan schools said the

program was relatively or very easy to administer, compared to roughly 30 percent of FFEL

schools.

Figure 2

Ease of Program Administration:
Direct Loan Schools vs. FFEL Schools

35%

24%

Very Easy Relatively Easy Moderate

6% 6%

Relatively Labor Int Very Labor Intensive

0 Direct loan Schools FFEL Sch7;1]s

All satisfaction ratings were based on a four or five-point scale with 1.0 being the highest possible rating.

Highlights of Findings
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In general, large loan volume H-EL schools found the program labor intensive to administer.

With the exception of schools with loan volumes ranging from $10-20 million, the larger the

loan volume, the less likely the school was to report satisfaction with administrative efforts and

the more likely the school was to report an intensive amount of effort required for

administration. This means that a substantial percentage of FFELP loans are disbursed at

institutions that consider the FFEL Program labor intensive.

FFEL schools were less satisfied with materials and services provided by the Department of

Education than were Direct Loan schools. For example, as shown in the following table, only

27 percent of I-1-EL schocls felt that telephone support received from the Department was very

timely, compared to 64 percent of Direct Loan schools.

. .. ,comparlson of Direct Loan and FFEL Schools' Satisfaction with
'' pkilthfitAikEdttpatlon-Riovided Servioes and.tilaterials ,

. . ,

irog(tAtan Schools',
0%1 , FFEL Schools' flating

Matedele/Sentices
. ..,..

Jimiltness Usefulness Timeliness I Usefulness

Telephone Support 64% 75% 27% 38%

Information 58% 68% 22% 37%

Counseling Materials 51% 77% 36% 42%

FFEL schools were generally satisfied with the key aspects of the program, but there were

concerns regarding specific Department of Education-related activities (Figure 3). Relative to

other aspects of the 1-+EL Program, 1-4-lit schools stated that they were most dissatisfied

(more than 25 percent) with the Department's responsiveness to reported problems and

handling of special cases or exceptions. In terms of program administration, FFEL institutions

found keeping up with regulations to be the most burdensome aspect of the program.

Highlights of Findings
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Figure 3

Satisfaction with Key Aspects of the FFEL Program
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As indicated in the table below, there is evidence of improvement in several aspects of the

FFEL Program since the introduction of the Direct Loan Program.

, PerceptIons.p1 mprovement In FFELP by:Program:Aspect

.....,-,
:::':;_2_e,...410Pil<0 .._t:!L.a.__L..tioved.. No Chan ___seci

Student access 14% 55% 3% 28%

Ease of administration 19% 52% 5% 25%

Service from
banks/guarantee agencies

36% 39% 3% 23%

Service from servicers/
collectors

21% 47% 3% 29%

Service from third parties 7% 29% 1% 63%

BEST C:OPY AVAILABLE
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The most substantial improvement, noted by 36 percent of respondents, is in service from

lenders and guarantee agencies (which many of the schools providing comments attributed to

competition from the Direct Loan Program). Other FFEL Program aspects also appeared to

have improved since July 1994. However, FFEL schools only indicated a slight improvement

in their overall satisfaction with the program since the introduction of the Direct Loan

Programfrom an average rating of 2.3 out of 5.0 prior to July 1994, to a current rating of

2.2. Approximately two-thirds of the institutions are currently satisfied with the FFEL

Program, compared to 60 percent that were satisfied prior to implementation of the Direct

Loan Program.

Highlights of Findings
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Surve of Federal Famil Education Loan Pro ram Institutions

Introduction

The institutional surveys comprise one component of an overall evaluation of the Federal Direct Loan

Program conducted by Macro International Inc. under contract to the U.S. Department of Education.

In February/March 1995, Macro conducted a survey of first-year Direct Loan institutions to assess

overall satisfaction with Direct Loan implementation and administration at the institutional level.

The purpose of the survey of institutions participating in the Federal Family Education Loan

Program (FFELP) was to analyze differences in various aspects of loan program administration

between the Direct Loan and Federal Family Education Loan Programs.

Consistent with the objectives of the Direct Loan school survey, the specific research objectives of

the survey of Federal Family Education Loan Program institutions were:

to assess the overall quality and ease of loan program administration a, the institutional level;

to determine the level of institutional satisfaction with communications and support from the

Department of Education;

to determine the level of institutional satisfaction with service providers (i.e., lenders and

guarantee agencies); and

to identify variations in satisfaction level and perceived quality of loan program administration

by key institutional characteristics.

Volume One of the report summarizes the findings of the survey. Tht.. questionnaire with item

responses is found at the end of the volume. Volume Two, Technical Appendices, includes:

a guide to interpreting survey responses;

the weighted data tables;

Survey of Federal Family Education Loan Program institutions
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Survey of Federal Family Education Loan Program Institutions

a description of the survey methodology and the sample disposition;

item-by-item response rates;

the letters eliciting institutional cooperation;

the information and instructions piovided to Internet respondents; and

the survey questionnaire.

The overall survey response rate was 85 percent, based on 2,303 responses from 2,723 eligible

institutions. The following table illustrAtes the number and percent of responses, and the response

rate by institutional typc and controi:

Survey Responses/Mre.77:7*.men777,

Type and Control . ,. .

by Institutional Type and control
...,.......1....**1.*.v

Number of Respondents ..

.13erpent:O. :

ReePOndents
'":Respotts0, .:.

.-', ::.Rate

4-year public 434 19% 83%

2-year public 560 24% 90%

4-year private 569 25% 84%

2-year private 275 12% 82%

Proprietary 465 20% 78%

Survey of Federal Family Education Loan Program Institutions
2
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Survey of Federal Family Education Loan Program Institutions

Comparisons Between First-Year Direct Loan Institutions and

FFEL Institutions

Comparison of Satisfaction Levels and Program Experiences

Compared to schools offering the Direct Loan Program, H±L institutions were consistently less

satisfied with their loan program (Figure 4; Table 1.1a, Volume Two; and the Direct Loan Survey

Report). Overall, 90 percent of Direct Loan schools, compared to roughly two-thirds of FFEL

schools, indicated satisfaction with their current loan program. The greatest difference, as shown in

Figure 4, occurred among the institutions that reported the highest level of satisfaction. As expected,

first-year Direct Loan schools were also less satisfied with the I-1-EL Program in the year

70%

80%

vs 50% r

o,
1/50 40%

Figure 4

Overall Satisfaction with Loan Program
Direct Loan Schools vs. FFEL Schools

81%

10%

0%

Very Satisfied
2 3 4

Direct lcen Schools FFEL Schools

1% 2%

5

Very Dissatisfied

Survey of Federal Family Education Loan Program Institutions
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Survey of Federal Family Education Loan Program Institutions

prior to implementation of the Direct Loan Program than were H-EL institutions. These findings are

illustrated in average ratings given by each group of institutions in the table below.

. Ov rail Program Ratings Reported by CilrectLoan
and FFELJtudittitIons";t '

<,,, ,r-

g' flBpn
IrectIna P=s,,

Satisfaction with current program 1.5 2.2

Satisfaction with FFELP prior to 7/94 3.3 2.3

These represent average ratings by the entire group of respondents currently participating in each

program, on a scale of 1 to 5 five with 1 being the highest rating.

Respondents from both the Direct Loan and FFEL schools were asked to characterize the level of

work or staff effort needed to administer the respective loan programs on a day-to-day basis. As

shown in the table below, while more than half of the Direct Loan respondents (59 percent) perceived

their program as easy to administer, approximately 30 percent of FFEL respondents indicated ease

of loan program administration.

' Level of Effort to Administer Program ,

4''' 'eVel:40 Effo Irepti1,oan.tenopte.0,- FeEk.* Wei, _

Very easy to administer 16% 7%

Relatively easy to administer 43% 24%

A moderate amount of effort 26% 37%

Relatively labor intensive 9% 26%

Very labor intensive 6% 6%

Survey of Federal Family Education Loan Program Institutions
4
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Survey of Federal Family Education Loan Program Institutions

Respondents from both programs were also asked to rate their satisfaction with various activities

involved in administering their program. Following is a comparison of the average ratings, using the

same five-point scale, with one being the highest possible rating (Table 5b, Volume Two).

Satisfaction Ratings for Loan ProgramActivitical
Airoct Loan'achools vs. PFELlotepols,-,

.' :: ,.. , Activity
iract Lcian
tctitdols fFELSchoois

Keeping up with regulations 1.7 2.4

Answering questions about loans 1.3 1.7

Counseling borrowers in school 1.3 1.7

Helping students with loans after school 1.6 2.1

Receipt of loan funds on time 1.3 1.7

Disbursement of loan funds 1.5 1.9

Refunding excess loan funds to students 1.5 2.2

Financial monitoring/reporting 1.8 2.0

Recordkeeping/reporting of student
information

1.9 2.1

This table illustrates the higher satisfaction of Direct Loan institutions with their program than that

of H-EL institutions with their program. The greatest differences in satisfaction levels are shown for

keeping up with regulations and refunds to students.

Given the differences in the two loan programs, it was only possible to compare workload for a single

activity common to bothworkload for counseling borrowers. In this regard, Direct Loan

institutions were more satisfied than FFEL institutions, with 62 percent of Direct Loan institutions

reporting that they are very satisfied with this aspect of the program, compared to 16 percent of

1-1-EL institutions (Table 5g, Volume Two).

The differences between the satisfaction levels of Direct Loan and 1-1-EL schools are even more

pronounced in the frequency with which the highest rating is assigned to the timeliness and usefulness

Survey of Federal Family Education d_oan Program Institutions
5
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Survey of Federal Family Education Loan Program Institutions

of materials and services provided by the Department of Education. It must be noted, however, that

the Department actually plays a larger role in service provision in the Direct Loan Program than in

the H4EL Program. Lenders and guarantors provide more services to schools than the Department

in I-1-ELP. The following table highlights the percentages of schools that assigned the highest rating

to various materials/services provided by the Department (Tables 5d and 5e, Volume Two).

,9 p $atlsfatIonwlth
ctikcationieskvi4ed,Sery1eettapOr4tarials;

, ,..,

.

-,

tab °oak;
"Eklings

liool
,

.W...Vr,t

"Ir;,'
: ff.P7A01-1}0*.r1.01P-9'.

likaterials/Senaces, Airnellness, Nesfulneis Timellnets
.,

Osbiolness

Telephone Support 64% 75% 27% 38%

Information 58% 68% 22% 37%

Counseling Materials 51% 77% 36% 42%

On both timeliness and usefulness of information, materials and support, a substantially larger

percentage of Direct Loan institutions reported the highest level of satisfaction than did FI-EL

institutions.

Comparison of Changes in Financial Aid Resources

Direct Loan institutions were much more likely to report significant changes in resources than

were I-I-EL institutions (Table 5f, Volume Two). It should be noted that any time there is a

change in program, changes in resources are likely to occur, particularly in the area of staff

training. Less than 5 percent of respondents for either program reported significant decreases

in any category of financial aid resources. Significant increases were reported by larger

percentages of Direct Loan schools than FI-EL schools, as indicated in the following table.

Survey of Federal Family Education Loan Program institutions
6

lb



Survey of Federal Family Education Loan Program Institutions

,

a t at "of Plimsintiagef °of pre.0 4an anct FfELOools.p,eporgrig,
,. rsignmcant ;Increases 117f-16E164114:Mr Re*AirCeAC-

t

Tips pf Res_ource,

Pervintofr, .
00111.1oan.

Sphooli3wit:h..
Large In9reaso:

'Pjwcenf of FFEL
,';"Spticiala*itt

: -Largp;:tiiieriase

Number of Staff 1% 4%

Staff in Accounting/Business 1% 1%

Technical Support Staff 0% 2%

Current Staff Hours 14% 12%

Equipment/Computers 31% 14%

Supplies 11% 10%

Training Funds 14% 6%

Staff Travel Funds 14% 5%

Computer Programming 36% 16%

Direct Loan institutions have not tended to increase their staff during the transition to the new

program. The extent to which increases in staff hours can be attributed to the new program,

however, is questionable, given the similar increase in staff hours reported by FFEL

institutions. The greatest differences in new resources committed by both programs are in

the areas of staff training/travel and computer equipment and programming.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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Survey of Federal Family Education Loan Program Institutions

Satisfaction with the Federal Family Education Loan Program

Overall Level of Satisfaction with the Federal Family Education Loan
Program

Question #22

Currently, hpw,sAlsfied are you with the FFE,L.Programt.09,a_Kal t
satisfaction.

The majority of FFEL institutions indicated overall satisfaction with the Federal Family

Education Loan Program as it is currently operating. Although only 27 percent of the

msponding institutions indicated that they were very satisfied with FFEL, roughly two-thirds

reported a better than average opinion of the program, and only 9 percent were dissatisfied

with the program as operating in the current academic year (Table 1.1a, Volume Two).

SatLfaction by Institutional Characteristics

In addition to overall satisfaction, responses to a variety c. questions were studied relative

to institutional characteristics, including:

type and control;

loan volume;

aid office structure:

electronic funds transfer (EFT) usage;

EDExpress usage;

type of computer system used for processing aid;

number of lenders involved in the program;

number of guarantee agencies involved in the program; and

plans relative to participation in the Direct Loan Program.

Survey of Federal Family Education Loan Program institutions
8
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Survey of Federal Family Education Loan Program Institutions

Amon6 all these institutional variables, those that appeared to be associated with differences

in satisfaction level with the FFEL Program were plans concerning Direct Loan participation,

number of lenders and guarantee agencies regularly dealt with, and institutional type and

control.

As expected, current satisfaction with the FFEL Program varied according to whether the

respondents were planning to participate in the Direct Loan Program (Table 1.2, Volume

Two). The average satisfaction rating among schools that said they had no plans to apply for

participation in Direct Loans was the highest, as shown below:

..!',. FFELP"patiVaptym Rappgs by Dtrect,Loab parkiblpatibrt .Status

Partidlpaybetbabss Average Satiefactlep2Raqbg

No Application 2.0

Application Rejected 2.1

Year 2 Participant 2.4

Application Pending Year 3 2.5

Will Apply Year 3 2.6

These findings clearly indicated a separation of respondent satisfaction with FFELP based on

whether they would eventually join the Direct Loan Program.

On a percentage basis, approximately 76 percent of the responding institutions that indicated

they would not apply for the Direct Loan Program were satisfied with the Federal Family

Education Loan Program, compared to 54 percent of Direct Loan Program applicants/

participants that indicated satisfaction.

Respondents were also asked to sincify the number of lenders and guarantee agencies they

regularly dealt with in the FFEL Program. Those who were involved with a large number of

lenders and/or guarantee agencies in administering FFELP indicated a lower level of

satisfaction with the Program-2.4c6mpared to a 2.1 rating for those that dealt with the

Survey of Federal Family Education Loan Program Institutions
9



Survey of Federal Family Education Loan Program hstitutions

smallest number of lenders and guarantee agencies, suggesting that the complexity of

administration increased as the number of parties involved grew (Table 1.2, Volume Two).

Relative to type and control of institution, the public institutions were less satisfied than the

private institutions, regardless of type, and the proprietary schools were in the middle, as

shown below:

Type and Control Average Satisfaction Rating

4-year public 2.4

2-year public 2.3

4-year private 2.0

2-year private 2.0

Proprietary 2.2

There was little or no variation in satisfaction levels among the remaining institutional

variables. Slight variations were found by:

loan volumewith higher loan volume institutions indicating slightly lower

satisfaction levels;

use of electronic funds transferwith EFT institutions reporting somewhat higher

levels of satisfaction: and

type of computer system usedwith schools i'dministering the program manually

indicating slightly higher overall satisfaction (Table 1.2, Volume Two).

When asked to comment on the current structure and administration of the FFEL Program,

more than 600 respondents did provide additional comments relating to their satisfaction with

H±LP. Responses to this question can be grouped into those who believe the program is too

complex and those wilo are relatively pleased with its structure and administr.Ition.

Survey of Federal Family Education Loan Program institutions
10



Survey of Federal Family Education Loan Program Institutions

A number of the schools that provided comments indicated that the 1-1-±I system is too

complicated. Chief among comments were:

The current system is too cumbersome.

There are too many regulations.

It is hard to keep up with the regulations.

There are too many players in the system.

The program is difficu!t to administer.

Lenders/guarantee agencies do not assume appropriate responsibility.

Lenders/guarantee agencies have too much discretion, give poor service.

Loan sales cause problems in tracking students loan status.

Servicers are slow in processing deferments.

Loan processing is not timely.

A large group of the commenters indicated that they were pleased with the program, citing

the following reasons most frequently:

The system as it is works well.

We are pleased with lender/guarantor responsiveness.

The program is easy to administer.

Changes to the program have made it easier to administer.

Survey of Federal Family Education Loan Program Institutions
11
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Institutional Satisfaction with Various Aspects of the Federal Family
Education Loan Program

Question #20

...../M.P.

'Please ratehoweatisfied you are with each aspect [Hated below] of the FFEL Program using a
-sca1Ogito,5, with tpaing yery satisfied and abeing very assatisfied,.

vlimplinesspfleceipt of loan funds under:EFT processing
--Ilmelingss of, receipt of (pan funds,uoder manualproptssing,.

morkloa#14,0npoi.11orrowers,
flotationship'with",primit.rylonders

,
-,flelatIonshlrlyvitt,(prirriary guarantors
'ErYA*P-04,10Ms).0,NParted-problems'er difficulties in lhe FFEL

and4ra kesjapAses.,.or,,ex9eotopi'wher! reoppg,K9 1
Program .1

AgaUrolttlAtitiqs,q

The average ratings for the program aspects delineated in Question 20 ranged from 1.4 for

timeliness of receipt of loan funds under EFT processing to 2.8 both for the Department of

Education's responsiveness to reported problems and the Department's handling of special

cases or exceptions (Table 1.4a, Volume Two). in terms of the percentage distribution of

responses, timeliness of receipt of loan funds under EFT processing was rated very

satisfactory by 71 percent of the respondents; relationships with primary lenders and

guarantors were rated very satisfactory by more than half of the institutions (54 percent and

57 percent, respectively); timeliness of receipt of loan funds under manual processing was

rated highly by approximately one-third of the respondents; and the remaining three program

aspectsworkload to counsel borrowers, ED's responsiveness to reported problems or

difficulties, and ED's handling of special cases or exceptionswere rated very satisfactory

by less than 20 percent of the survey participants (Table 1.4, Volume Two).

Survey of Federal Family Education Loan Program Institutions
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... .

Aft.,1904Aatig#P1.19.01144. 00P FFELPrrrnp q
,..

,
0. Pis

. __ _ ..

..

Timeliness of loan funds under EFT processing 71%

Relationship with primary guarantors 57%

Relationship with primary lenders 54%

Timeliness of loan funds under manual processing 32%

ED's handling of special cases and exceptions 18%

ED's responsiveness to reported problems 17%

Workload to counsel borrowers 16%

+11

The percentage of institutions that expressed an above average opinion of the program

aspects was:

92 percent for timeliness of loan funds under EFT processing;

82 percent for relationship with primary guarantee agencies;

81 percent for relationship with primary lenders;

67 percent for timeliness of loan funds under manual processing;

47 percent for workload to counsel borrowers;

44 percent for ED's handling of special cases and/or exceptions; and

43 percent for ED's responsiveness to reported problems.

The satisfaction ratings were further examined by key institutional characteristics to determine

if there were any variations from the overall survey results. The ratings were consistent for

all but two categoriesinstitutional type and control, and decision regarding application for

the Direct Loan Program (Tables 1.4b - 1.4j, Volume Two).
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Two-year public, four-year and proprietary institutions reported that they were very

satisfied with the timeliness of receipt of loan funds under EFr processing somewhat

more frecp .,;ntly than 2-year private schools.

Year 2 Direct Loan schools were less likely to give the timeliness of receipt of loan funds

under EFT processing a very satisfactory rating than institutions that intend to or have

applied for Year Three, those for which the application for Direct Loan was rejected, or

those not planning to apply for the Direct Loan Program.

Overall satisfaction with the Federal Family Education Loan Program was directly related to

satisfaction with the individual program aspects mentioned above. Respondents tended to

consistently report their levels of satisfaction with key program aspects and their general level

of satisfaction with the overall program (Table I.4k, Volume Two). A compaiison of average

ratings for program aspects by overall satisfaction further supported these results. For each

component of the FFEL Program, the average satisfaction rating increased (indicating a lower

level of satisfaction) as current program satisfaction ratings increased (Table 1.5i, Volume

Two).
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Institutional Effort Associated with Program Administration

FFEL Administrative Support

More than half of the responding schools reported extensive activities in support of the

administration of 1-1-:ELP performed by the Business/Bursar's Office. In addition, over one-

third of the schools which have computer support services reported extensive involvement

)f such staff. Of schools with a distinct accounting office, approximately 30 percent reported

extensive support, and over 55 percent reported support from this office in only a few

activities. The results showed that of all administrative offices, the Admissions Office was

least likely to offer support to FFELP administration; equal proportions of schools reported

no support as reported few supportive activities from this office (Table 2.1, Volume Two).

Level of Satisfaction with Overall Effort and with Effort Required for the
Specific Activities Involved in Administering FFELP

Question #8

How would you characterize the level of work or staff effort needed to administer Ihis program on a
day-to-day basis? (Check only one. If you are using EFranct'rnanuaL.:processing. Ieastake .hoth

into ao,9ount, sWering.)
,

ery, easy to administar
*ow

easylo administer, with a few areas that retlyile, a 1119114ral PtAefOrt*,'

A moderataarnoUniOt ff'ort IS'reqUIred:overall t,Aed

'Relatively labor intensive;to administor4 *itilmnanyareasthat!requkOs;h1 feVeli;Ot effort, ,

VeW laboroitensIve to `nIster

BEST GOP( AVAILAFILE
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Question #10

1,

ln terms of the amount of staff time required, please indicate 'yotir level of satisfaction with eacb
oflfift'aetiOties'jliged below] involved in administeringlie -de'a ily 'o

Keeping up wb 'regulations
'7;14Answeringgeneral questions about loana and financial.ald

;7Counselingborrowers while in school s

HeipingstUdents withioans after they have Iskachogia
,,.-,4rocessingbt loan applications ,

Receipt of loan funds
Disbursement of loan funds (including preparing loan cbea,p,giggrIg stuOqiItslo,fgn)

-,Refunding excess loan funds to students
-4--

.-Finaneiai monitoring and reporting
ecordkeeping and reporting of student information Q S

Iranscripts)

In general, the highest percent of respondents (37 percent) perceived the FFEL Program as

requiring a moderate amount of effort to administer (Table 2.3, Volume Two).

Approximately one-fourth felt that the program was relatively labor intensive to administer,

and 24 percent indicated that FFELP was relatively easy to administer. Only a few

respondents reported extreme opinions, with 7 percent of the institutions characterizing the

program as very easy to administer and 6 percent perceiving FFELP as very labor intensive,

With respect to specific administrative activities, more schools were satisfied with the level

of staff effort required to answer general questions about loans and financial aid (90 percent)

and with counseling borrowers while they are in school (88 percent) than they were with any

other administrative tasks (Figure 5). In addition, over 80 percent reported satisfaction with

the level of effort required to process loan applications, and to receive and disburse loan

funds. Approximately 70 percent of institutions were satisfied with the level of effort needed

to refund excess loan funds; perform financial monitoring, reporting and recordkeeping tasks,

and provide students with loan assistance after they have left school. The fewest numoer of

schools reported being satisfied with the level ot effort needed to keep up with regulations

(60 percent) (Table 2.2, Volume Iwo). Responding schools specified those factors which

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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Figure 5

Satisfaction with Effort Required to Administer
FFEL Program Administrative Activities

Regulations

Answer Questions

Counsel Borrowers

Help After School

Process Application

Receive Funds

Disburse Funds

Refund Excess Funds

Monitonng Funds

Recordkeeping

Dissatisfied Satisfied

Dissatisfied Satisfied

N Very Somewhat Somewhat IN Very
Dissatisfied Dissatisfied Satisfied Satisfied

most often contributed to their dissatisfaction with the level of effort required to keep up

with regulationsthe number of regulations, the frequency of regulatory changes, and the

resulting system complexity.

Proprietary schools were more likely to report satisfaction with all aspects of FFELP

administration than any other type or control of institution, while 4-year public schools were

generally less satisfied with the program aspects (Table 2.2a, Volume Two). The proportion

of other types of institutions that reported satisfaction ranged around the average for all

institutions, with 2-year private-schools slightly more likely to report satisfaction than the 2-

year public or the 4-year private schools. The relative ranking of each of the administrative

activities did not show much variation by type or control of school.
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FFELP loan volume was clearly related to ease cf administration and satisfaction with the

level of effort needed for administering this loan program. For almost every administrative

activity, there was an inverse relationship beLween satisfaction and loan volume. With the

exception of schools with loan volumes ranging from $10-20 million, the larger the loai

volume, the less likely the school was to report being satisfied with the level of effort required

for administration activities and the more likely a school was to report than an intensive effort

is required for administration (Figure 6). This finding might be related to the fact that schools

with high loan volumes tend to deal with the largest number of lenders and guarantorsa

factor which was also inversely related to satisfaction with level of effort and ease of

administration.

70%

60%

't1) 40% '-
CC

0

4a. 30% t--
I

a.
20%

10%

0%

38%

Figure 6

Reported Level of Effort for Administration
of FFELP Activities by Loan Volume

39%

$1 Million or Less $1-5 Million $5-10 Million $10-20 Million

FFELP Loan Volume

28%

43%

31% 31%

20%

1:1 Easy moderate II Labor Intensive
(very and relatively) 111 (very and relatively)

59%

$20 Million +

A particularly surprising result was the high proportion of schools with manually administered

financial aid that reported satisfaction with administrative activities. Only those with

contracted servicers were more likely to report satisfaction. While theie were minor

differences in some areas, such as monitoring and reporting financial data, schools with

manual systems were substantially more satisfied with the level of effort required to record

Survey of Federal Family Education Loan Program Institutions
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and report student data, and receive and distribute fundsall processes typically assumed to

be streamlined or simplified by automation. This finding might be explained by the fact that

schools with manually administered financial aid are likely to have relatively low loan

volumes, and, thus, streamlined administrative activities. Schools with mainframe computers

were consistently less frequently satisfied with the effort required to administer these

functions than schools with other combinations of mainframe and PCs or only PCs. In

support of this observation, more schools with manual financial aid systems (31 percent)

reported that FI-ELP is very or relatively easy to administer than schools with any other

system configuration, especially schools with mainframe computers (24 percent) (Table 2.2f,

Volume Two).

The majority of the schools indicated that they regularly deal with 10 or fewer lendersabout

one-fourth indicated one or two; another fourth said they use six to ten lenders; and just

under one-third reported three to five lenders. As indicated earlier, satisfaction with the level

of effort required to perform the 1-1-ELP administrative tasks and reported ease of I-I-ELP

administration were both inversely related to the number of lenders with which a school deals.

The largest differences in proportions of schools reporting satisfaction was for the tasks of

disbursing funds, receipt of funds, and processing loan applications. This was not an

unexpected finding, since each of the multiple lenders may have a different loan application

form, release loan checks on different time schedules, or batch checks to be disbursed

separatelypractices requiring additional time and effort of school staff. As shown in the

following table, the data revealed three groupings ofrespondent satisfaction: the least satisfied

schools were those regularly using 20 or more lenders (with the proportion of very satisfied

15 percent, 22 percent and 32 percent for disbursement, funds receipt, and loan application

processing, respectively); followed by the group of schools using between 6 and 20 lenders

(with 30 percent to 43 percent very satisfied); and by the group of schools using 5 or fewer

lenders (42 percent to 54 percent very satisfied) (Table 2.2g, Volume Two).
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Disbursement of loan funds

Receipt of loan funds

Processin. of locin a..lications
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15%

22%

32%

47%

53%

50%

42%

54%

54%

30%

38%

36%

30%

43%

39%

Dealing with multiple guarantee agencies also reduced the reported ease of administration and

level of satisfaction with FFELP administrative effortsthe more guarantors, the fewer the

number of schools that reported satisfaction. In addition to receiving and disbursing funds,

the tasks with the lowest proportions of satisfaction were counseling borrowers, processing

loan applications, and keeping with regulationsall activities supported by guarantee

agencies.

Institutional Opinions Regarding Satisfaction with the Federal Family
Education Loan Pro;;ram

Respondents were asked to provide comments regarding their general satisfaction with the

Federal Family Education Loan Program. Approximately 300 institutions responded to this

optional question. The comments varied in nature, ranging from "I prefer the FFELP over

the Direct Loan Program," to "Direct Lending offers an opportunity to escape a chaotic

sit..ation and deliver a better level of service to students." While cited by 15 percent or less

of those responding to this question, the most frequently mentioned comments are

summarized below:

Survey of Federal Family Education Loan Program lnetitutlons
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Satisfied with the Federal Family Education Loan Program.

Would be more satisfied with the Federal Family Education Loan Program if the

process was automated.

Workload needs to be reduced and simplified.

Competition from the Direct Loan Program has improved the Federal Family

Education Loan Program.

The Federal Family Education Loan Program would be more efficient if standard

methods were used by all lenders and guarantors.

Other comments (mentioned by less than 5 percent of responding institutions) centered

around the issues of:

the need for improved custcmer service from the Department of Education;

frustration in dealing with lenders and guarantors;

the perceived high level of efficiency of the Direct Loan Program relative to FFELP;

and

the excessive regulations and bureaucracy associated with the Federal Family

Education Loan Program.

Survey of Federal Family Education Loan Program Institutions
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Communications and Support from the Department of
Education, Lenders and Guarantee Agencies

Question Ws 15a, 15b, 15d

4
-Ngte:WhetileAtiyou.hsve rer...9ivediptprmation/support ttpm the D9p

IV 001 oil frse 0' Pqr p!ary guarantee ,Agpney_ 0 rA -AoitOir>.

-,'Ralci Ihs 'timeliness an Atsefulness;otka information/support usinii-A
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:timely/userytart0.5.1oe atall.41001,/tisefpl:. , . ,F,
.4 1

Services and Communications Received from the Department of Education

In general, the responding institutions were more satisfied with the usefulness of materials and

support than with the timeliness of their receipt, as indicated by a lower average rating for

usefulness than timeliness in three of the five categories. (Since an average rating of 1.0

represents the highest level of satisfaction, the lower the average ratings for timeliness and

usefulness, the higher the levels of satisfaction.)

Forty-five percent of institutions indicated that they have received software (EDExpress) for

administration or reporting functions from the Department of Education. Overall, these

institutions seemed to be fairly satisfied with the timeliness and usefulness of the Department-

provided software.

The average Sating for timeliness of software receipt was 2.1, with 39 percent of these

institutions indicating that the software was received in a very timely manner (Table

3.5c, Volume Two).

The average rating for usefulness of software was 2.1, with 42 percent of institutions

indicating that the software is very useful (Table 3.5d, Volume Two).
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Approximately two-thirds of the responding institutions indicated that they have called the

Department for telephone support. Once again, these institutions were fairly satisfied with

both the timeliness and usefulness of the telephone support.

a The average rating for timeliness of telephone support was 2.4, with 27 percent of

responding institutions indicating that the telephone support was received in a very

timely manner.

The average rating for tF;lephone support usefulness was 2.2, with 38 percent of

institutions indicating that the telephone support was very useful.

Most of the institutions (95 percent) indicated that they had requested information on FFEL

Program rules and regulations from the Department of Education.

Instl'utions were less satisfied with the timeliness than with the usefulness of the

information, giving the Department an average rating of 2.6 for timeliness.

The schools gave the Department an average usefulness of 2.2, with 37 percent of

responding institutions describing the information as very useful.

Typical comments from individual respondents included "Language in the regulations is

cumbersome;" "Simplify [regulations] and use technology more effectively;" and "We

received information too late to use it."

Staff at over three-fourths of the FFELP institutions (79 percent) attended Department-

sponsored training. Overall, these institutions indicated that they were reasonably satisfied

with both the timeliness and usefulness of the training as evidenced by an average rating of

2.2 for timeliness and 2.1 for usefulness. The most popular comment made by respondents

was a request for more frequent training.
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Sixty-one percent of institutions have received materials for counseling borrowers from the

Department. These institutions were satisfied with the timeliness of the materials as indicated

by an average rating of 2.1, with 36 percent of schools indicating that they were very timely.

The schools gave the counseling materials an average usefulness rating of 2.1, the highest

average rating of the group. About 42 percent of institutions indicated that the counseling

materials were very useful.

The percentage of respondents reporting dissatisfaction with materials and/or training

provided by the Department was relatively low. However, the largest group of institutions

reported dissatisfaction with the timeliness of telephone support (8 percent) and information

on rules and regulations (8 percent). In terms of the usefulness of Department-provided

services, the dissatisfaction ratings ranged from 4 to 8 percent across the various types of

materials and trabing.

Services and Communications Received from Lenders

In regard to the number of lenders institutions deal with on a regular basis, schools were most

likely to have relationships with a small to moderate number of lenders. Over half, or about

56 percent, of responding institutions indicated that they deal with one to five lenders on a

egular basis, while just 12 percent deal with more than 20 lenders on a regular basis. Not

surprisingly, institutions reported that the primary lender handles a relatively large portion

of their loan volume. About 31 percent of institutions reported that their primary lender

handles over 80 percent of their loan volume, while only 7 percent of institutions reported that

their primary lender handles less than 20 percent of their loan volume.

In terms of the timeliness and usefulness of information and support received from their

primary lender:
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About 21 percent of the responding institutions indicated that they have received

software for administration or reporting functions.

These institutions were pleased with the timeliness and usefulness of the software,

giving lenders a timeliness rating of 1.6 and a usefulness rating of 1.7 (Table 3.6a,

Volume T vo).

On a percentage basis, 63 percent of institutions indicated that the software is very

timely and 61 percent indicated that it is very useful (Table 3.6d, Volume Two).

Approximately 90 percent of institutions received telephone support from their primary

lender.

These institutions indicated that they were pleased with the timeliness and uselness

of the telephone support, giving their primary lender average ratings of 1.6 for

timeliness and 1.6 for usefulness.

Consistent with other services. 60 percent of institutions that received telephone

support from their primary lender indicated that the support is very timely, and 64

percent indicated that it is very useful.

Overall, comments indicated that institutions applaud the availability and responsiveness of

their lenders.

About two-thirds of the institutions received information on program rules and regulations

from their primary lender. These institutions gave theirprimary lender an average rating of

1.7 for timeliness and 1.7 for usefulness. Identical ratings of 1.7 were also given for

timeliness and usefulness of training sessions provided by primary lenders.

Survey of Federal Family Education Loan Program Institutions
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About 39 percent of responding institutions have participated in training sessions provided

by their primary lender.

About three-fourths (74 percent) of institutions reported that they have used materials for

counseling borrowers provided by their primary lenders. Counseling materials earned lenders

their highest average ratings of 1.6 for timeliness and 1.6 for usefulness. Additionally, 64

percent of institutions indicated that the counseling materials were very timely and 66 percent

indicated that they are very useful. One respondent commented that "videos and resource kits

are excellent."

Services and Communications Received from Guarantee Agencies

Institutions tended to deal with relatively fewer guarantee agencies than lenders. About 42

percent of responding institutions reported that they deal with only one guarantee agency and

40 percent of responding institutions deal . ,th two or three guarantee agencies. Similar to

primary lenders, the institutions' primary guarantee agency was likely to handle the majority

of H-Ets. As shown in Figure 7, about 72 percent of institutions reported that their primary

guarantor handles more than 80 percent of their loan volume and an additional 17 percent of

institutions reported that their primary guarantor handles 60 to 80 percent of their loan

volume.

Overall, institutions appeared to be pleased with the information and support received from

their primary guarantee agency. About 44 percent of the responding institutions specified that

they have received software for administration or reporting functions.

These institutions reported that they are pleased with the timeliness and usefulness of

the software, giving guarantee agencies a 1.6 rating for both (Table 3.7a, Volume

Two).

Survey of Federal Family Education Loan Program Institutions

3 26



Survey of Federal Family Education Loan Program Institutions

Figure 7

Percent of Loan Volume Handled by
The Primary Guarantee Agency

17%

Less than 20%

60-80%

9%

III 20-40%

80-100%

2%

1%

72%

IM 40-60%

Further, 62 percent of institutions indicated that the software was very timely and

66 percent indicated that it is very useful (Table 3.7d, Volume Two).

A large percentage (93 percent) of responding institutions indicated that they have received

telephone support from their primary guarantee agency, and are pleased with the support

received. They indicated that the support received was timely through an average rating of

1.6 and useful through an average rating of 1.6. As for lenders, comments suggested

that respondents applauded the availability and responsiveness of their primary guarantee

agency.

As with telephone support, a large percentage of institutions receive information on 1-1-EL

Program rules and regulations from their primary guarantee agency, and are pleased with
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what they have received. The average rating for timeliness of information received from

guarantee agencies was 1.7 and the average rating for usefulness was 1.6.

About 83 percent of institutions attended training sessions sponsored by their primary

guarantee agency. These institutions were pleased with the sessions, with one respondent

describing them as "very helpful and very applicable." Responding institutions gave their

primary guarantee agency an average rating of 1.6 for timeliness and 1.7 for usefulness in this

area.

Materials for counseling borrowers were sent to 87 perucnt of institutions by their primary

guarantee agencies. Institutions appeared to be satisfied with these materials, as indicated by

average ratings of 1.6 for timeliness and usefulness. Further, 62 percent of institutions rated

the materials as very timely, and 65 percent found them very useful.

Comparisons of Services and Communications Received from the
Department of Education, Lenders, and Guarantee Agencies

Several patterns emerged during the examination of the number of institutions receiving

information and support from the Department of Education, lenders, and guarantee agencies,

and the ratings given to each of these entities regarding the tirn,:liness and usefulness of the

information received. Institutions are more likely to receive software for administration or

reporting functions, information on FFEL Program rules and regulations, and training from

the Department of Education or from their primary guarantee agency than from their primary

lender. The results also showed that schools are less likely to receive telephone support or

counseling materials from the Department than from any other source.
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Department
otEducation

Primary
Lender

Guarantee
Agency

Software for Administration or
Reporting Functions

44% 21% 46%

Telephone Support 64% 87% 93%

Information on FFEL Program
Rules and Regulations

95% 66% 9400

Training 79% 39% 83%

Materials for Counseling
Borrowers

61% 74% 87%

Overall, institutions apreared to be more satisfied with the timeliness and usefulness of

information and suppol received from primary lenders and guarantee agencies than

information received from the Department of Education. Further, the average timeliness and

usefulness rating for each information or support cateaory was higher for the Department of

Education than for lenders or for guarantee agencies. Since higher ratings indicate lower

satisfaction levels, responding institutions were more satisfied. on average, with the timeliness

and usefulness of information and support received from lenders and guarantee agencies than

that received from the Department of Education. Department of Education's satisfaction

ratings for timeliness ranged from 2.1 to 2.6, w hile those of lenders ranged from 1.6 to 1.7,

and those of guarantee agencies ranged from 1.6 to 1.7. Likewise. thc Department's

satisfaction ratings for usefulness ranged from 2.1 to 2.2. NA hi ie those of lenders ranged from

1.6 to 1.7 and those of guarantee agencies ranged from 1.6 to 1.7.
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Survey of Federal Family Education Loan Program Institutions
30

4



Survey of Federal Family Education Loan Program Institutions

Changes in the Federal Family Education Program Since
Introduction of the Direct Loan Program

Overall Institutional Satisfaction with the Federal Family Education Loan
Program Prior to July 1994 vs. Current Satisfaction

Question #s 21-22

Overall, how satisfied were you with the FFEL Program prior to 4uly 1994:when the Direct Loan

Progiam.was implemented? .OurrentlY,,hoW E,Ittsfiedi.ctOyquvitt)ItterFFEp,p..rog511117,0n a scale

of 1 to 5; circle your levpi OrsatisfActipp..,,

Overall satisfaction with the Federal Family Education Loan Program was assessed both prior

to implementation of the Direct Loan Program and for the current academic year.

As indicated earlier, approximately two-thirds of the 1-1-±.1_, schools were satisfied and

9 percent were dissatisfied with the program as it is currently operating. Roughly one-fourth

of the institutions gave the program a neutral rating (Table 1.1a, Volume Two).

This compares with:

60 percent that were satisfied;

29 percent that were neutral; and

11 percent that were dissatisfied

with FFELP prior to introduction of the Direct Loan Program.

Responses were further examined to determine if there was a direct relationship between

current and prior satisfaction with FFELP. The majority of institutions reported no change

in satisfaction with the I+EL Program since the introduction of Direct Loans. Of those

institutions indicating a change in satisfaction, the majority reported that they are more
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satisfied now than they were before. However, there did not appear to be great shifts in

satisfaction levels, even among schools that thought the program had improved. Less than

10 percent of schools that were very dissatisfied with H-ELP prior to July 1994 reported that

they are currently satisfied with the program (Table 1.6, Volume Two).

General Perceptions of Change in the Federal Family Education Loan
Program

Question #17

orthe followin aspects of FFEL,Program administration, please rate any changes since
he.introduction.of thepirect Loan Plogram,' using the following scale: (1) = improved,

the same, w r ened, A;;;,, notapplicable:,

student access10 loans
easeAgiPen,.pr.pgratn,administration
iervicifremtlende gli*antia*lAies

z i nci s

Very few FFEL institutions reported that any of the program administration aspects had

worsened since the introduction of the Direct Loan Program. Responses ranged from

five percent for ease of loan program administration to one percent for service from third

parties. A substantially higher percentage of institutions indicated that the program aspects

had improved, with percentages ranging from 36 for service from banks and guarantee

agencies, to 7 for service from third parties. However, the majority of respondents indicated

that there had been no change along most of the listed dimensions. A large percentage of

schools aLso noted that servic,: from third parties was not applicable to their institution (Table

4.1, Volume Two).
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lia,
rsOned

Student access 14% 55% 3% 28%

Ease of administration 19% 52% 5% 25%

Service from
banks/guarantee agencies

36% 39% 3% 23%

Service from servicers/
collectors

21% 47% 3% 29%

Service from third parties 7% 29% 1% 63%

Respondents were asked what changes they had made to their administration to resolve

specific problems. About 550 institutions provided answers related to the question. The

most frequent comments related to streamlining processing, adding computer equipment and

technical staff, and, in general, adding staff. About 4 percent said they have developed in-

house data management systems.

Variations in Perceptions of FFELP Improvements by Institutional
Characteristics

Institutions of all types and controls most frequently reported improvement in service from

banks and guarantee agencies. This ranged from more than 50 percent of 4-year institutions

to 22 percent of proprietary institutions (Table 4.1a, Volume Two). Four-year institutions

also indicated improvement in ease of administration more frequently than 2-year or

proprietary institutions.

There was a trend in responding that services from banks and guarantee agencies have

improvedschools with higher loan volumes more frequently reported improvement in this

category Fewer than half of the institutions with loan volumes less than $5 million noted
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improvement in services from banks and guarantee agencies. The percent of schools

reporting improvement was 26 for schools with loan volumes of $1 million or less and 47 for

those with loan volumes between $1 and $5 million. More than half of the schools with loan

volumes exceeding $5 million indicated improvement, with the highest percentage reported

by institutions with loan volumes between $10 and $20 million (65 percent).

Use of EFf for H-EL administration seemed to make a difference in institutional perception

of improvement in the program since 1994. More than half of respondents using EFT note

improvement in services from banks and guarantee agencies compared to 32 percent of those

who did not use EFT. Similarly, ease of administration and service from loan servicers was

reported to have improved by 35 percent and 33 percent, respectively, of those with EFT,

compared to 15 and 18 percent, respectively, of those who do not use EFT.

Similar trends to those noted for EFT usage were indicated for usage of EDExpress to

process loalis, although somewhat less pronounced. Service from banks and guarantee

agencies was said to have improved by 44 percent of those using EDExpress, but only by 30

percent of those who do not use EDExpress. Loan program administration was said to have

improved by 22 percent of EDExpress users compared to 16 percent of nonusers. Thus, the

use of technology and "tailored" software appeared to improve respondents' perceptions of

"services provided" and "ease of administration."

Interestingly, the more lenders that were involved in a school's administration of the loan

program, the more likely respondents were to note improvement in service from lenders and

guarantee agencies. These responses ranged from 18 percent of those dealing with one to

two lenders, to 58 percent of those dealing over 20 lenders. A similar trend was found in the

frequency of responses indicating that ease of administration has improved, but with less

variation. These responses range from 13 percent of those dealing with one to two lenders,

to 25 percent of those dealing with over 20 lenders. Perhaps these findings can be explained

by the fact that the larger the institution, the more likely It is to have a high loan volume to

attract students from many geographic locations and to rely on mainframe processing. All of
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these factors, which have been associated with a higher level of satisfaction from banks and

guarantee agencies, tended also to correspond witl, involvement by a larger number of lenders

and guarantee agencies. The findings were similar for schools dealing with more than five

guarantee agencies compared to those dealing with only one agency.

Institutional status of participation in the Direct Loan Program showed fairly consistent

results relative to reports of changes in the FFEL Program. For example, both institutions

that planned to participate in the Direct Loan Program and those that indicated they do not

plan to apply cited improvements in service from banks and guarantee agencies with the

greatest frequency among the program aspects.

Respondents who provided comments about their answers tended most frequently to note the

positive aspects of the competition introduced by the Direct Loan Program. Some of their

comments included: "Competition has improved the FFEL Program." "Seems Direct Loan

has stirred up the guarantors." "They're not the only game in town. Banks have a shorter

turnaround time now." "Banks and guarantee agencies have improved due to competition

threat." Other commenters noted that students are more confused now than ever. Some of

these comments included: "Very confusing to students and family." "Didn't need one more

loan program to confuse students." A number of other respondents noted that their jobs have

been made easier through electronic processing.
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General Changes in Financial Aid Resources for Administering the Federal
Family Education Loan Program

Question #18

Listed beow are resources needed for the delivery of financial aid that may have changed at your
institution. Please note if increases or decreases have recently occurred or will occur. This question
refers only to changes that are a direct result of changes in the FFEL Program and that mound or
were budgeted to occur in the 93/94 or 94/95 federal award year

_

total number of staff positions related to financial aid (temporary or perrnanent)'
number of staff positions in accounting and business office
number of staff utilized for technical support
number of hours current staff work
equipment/computers
supplies (postage, copying, etc.)
funds for training
funds for staff travel
develop/modify computer programming procedures.

The majority of respondents indicated that there is no change in the level of resources

required to administer this program in the current academic year, with percentages ranging

from 87 for staff in business and accounting areas to 50 for computer programming

(Table 4.2. Volume Two). Significant increases in resources were noted by more than 10

percent of respondents in the following areas:

16 percent for computer programming:

14 percent for equipment/computers: and

12 percent for hours required by existing staff.

Small increases were most frequently reported tor: computer. programming (31 percent),

equipment/computers (30 percent ), supplies (28 percent), and hours required for existing staff

(25 percent). Significant decreases in resources are reported by less than 3 percent and small

decreases by less than 5 percent ot respondents for any category.

Survey of Federal Family Education Loan Program institutions
36



Survey of Federal Family Education Loan Program Institutions

Changes in Financial Aid Resources by Institutional Characteristics

The variations in reported resource changes were not substantial by type and control of

institution. Four-year public ir qutions k 'ere slightly more likely than others to report

significant increases in resources, chiefly in computer programming, existing staff hours,

equipment/computers and supplies (ranging from 17 percent to 23 percent). They were also

slightly more likely to report significant decreases (but less than 5 percent for any given

category). All but the 2-year public institutions most frequently reported significant resource

increases in computer programming and equipment/computers. The 2-year public schools

more frequently reported significant resource increases in hours required by existing staff.

Of all types and controls, the 2-year institutions most often reported no major changes in

resources, howevei (Table 4.2a, Volume Two).

As expected, the higher an institution's loan volume, the more likely it was to report

significant increases in computer programming resources. This category of resources is also

reported to have incurred significant increases more frequently than any other across all levels

of loan volume.

Schools with combination mainframe/PC systems tended to report significant increases in

computer programming and equipment/computers more often than schools using other types

of computer or manual systems. Because we do not know when major computer system

changes may have occurred, it is difficult to assess whether many of these schools have

recently upgraded their processing capabilities.

As the number of lenders and guarantee agencies involved in a school's administration of the

loan program increases, so do the reports of significant increases in resources expended for

administration. The resource categories most frequently requiring significant increases

include computer programming, equipmentkomputers and hours expended by existing staff.

For most schools, computer programming looms as the category most often requiring

significant increase in resources, ranging from 10 percent of schools using one to two lenders
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to 25 percent of schools using more than 20 lenders. The trends are the same for number of

guarantee agencies involved in administering the school's financial aid program.

Only 44 respondents offered comments to explain their responses to this question. The most

f- quent comments relate to the need to improve electronic processing. Several others

commented on the increase in loan volume causing extra workl -ad and an increase in

paperwork.

Survey of Federal Family Education Loan Program Institutions
38

5 0



Survey of Federal Family Education Loan Program Institutions

Federal Family Education Loan and Direct Loan Programs:
Decision Factors and Information Sources

Factors Affecting the Decision to Participate in the Federal Family
Education Loan Program

Question #26

Please check up to three of the most important reasonerlisteSbelowj why your institution is

currently parhcipatmg in the fFEL yragrarn..,

"familiar witnadministration of the EEELPrograny,
Able to serve borrowers well througn FEEL 7

Maintain relationship' with lenders or guarantee agencies
Did not want toloin Direct Loan during Itfirstyearofioperation

: FEEL Program,appears simpler to acirnit*terlhariXNrecf Lzian
FFEL Program loan processing is not responSibilitibf finncial Aid Office
Want to continue to offer students a choiceof loan sources;
Do not want to originate loans
Key administrators at the institution support FEEL Program
Important to external supporters of FFEL Program (e.g., Board, funders, etc.)

Service to borrowers and familiarity with the Federal Family Education Loan Program were

most frequently specified by institutions as the major reason' for current participation in the

Federal Family Education Loan Program, with 67 percent and 46 percent of respondents

(respectively) indicating these factors (Figure 8; Table 6.1, Volume Two). The percentage of

responses in the remaining categories ranged from 33 percent for do not want to originate loans

to 3 percent for important to external supporters.

For the various types on institutions, the ability to serve borrowers better remains the most

prominent factor affecting the decision to participate in the Federal Family Education Loan

Program. However, some variation by loan volume is indicated for familiarity with the

administration of the FEEL Program, which appeared to be less important for schools with

large loan volumes than for those with smaller loan volumes.
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There is also variation by institutional type and control for the response option do not want to

originate loans. Loan origination responsibility appears to be least important for 4-year public

and proprietary institutions.

Sources and Impact of Direct Loan Program Information
Question #27

Did you mceive information regarding the Direct Loan Program from any of the following
sources, [listed below]? if so, did these sources impact your institution's decision regarding

.ingto,the Direct Loan Program?

Department of Education
Postsecondary education asspc1ations(NAS,F4A, CCA, etc.)
Accrediting agency-
Lepder or guaeantee agency

an seryicing/collection agericy
0,9ately contracted'setvIcinglgency

la (newspapers;television, etc.)
Ileagyes In -studnfirt001--aid
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Information received from financial aid colleagues had the least impact on:

two-year private and proprietary schools;

schools that use a contracted servicer for electronic processing; and

schools with all manual processing.

The impact of information received from the Department of Education is considerably

higher (75 percent) for Year 2 Direct Loan schools than for any other key institutional

types.

FFEL Institutions' Opinions Regarding the Direct Loan Program

Question #28

Please indicate your opinion about each of the following statements [listed below] regarding
the Direct Loan Program, using the following scale:

1=Strongly agree
2=Somewhat agree
3=No opinion
4=Somewhat disagree
5=StrOrrn disAttrOa

It appears relatively easy to set up the Direct Loan Program at an institution.

It appears relatively, ciifficult,to administer the Direct Loan Program on a daily basis.

it appears thatte,Direct:Loan Program may reduce staff time.

It appears that the Direct Loan Program requires more computers/more equipment to
administer than the FEEL Program.

The FFEL Program institutions were asked their opinions regarding implementation and

administration activities associated with the Direct Loan Program.

Institutions tended to perceive the Direct Loan Program as somewhat difficult to start up, but

were most likely to have no opinion regarding the difficulty of administration. Schools also
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Virtually all (97 percent) of the responding institutions reported receiving information regarding

the Direct Loan Program from the Department of Education (Table 6.2, Volume Two). Other

major information sources included:

postsecondary education associations (NASFAA. CCA, etc.) (79 percent);

lender or guarantee agency (71 percent);

general media (newspapers. television, etc.) (62 percent); and

friends or colleagues in student financial aid (76 perLent).

No substantial differences in information sources werc found by institutional characteristics.

Information received from the Department of Education and from financial aiLi cOeagues

appears to have the greatest impact on institutions' decisions regarding the Direct Loan

Program. Nearly half of the institutions that received information from these sources indicated

that the information affected their decision regarding participation in the Direct Loan Program

(Table 6.2a, Volume Two).

There was some variation in the level of impact of information by school characteristics:

Information received from the Department of Education had the least impact on:

two-year (public and private) and 4-year private schools;

Institutions with a mainframe only computer system;

schools that use a contracted servicer for electronic processing;

schools for which the Direct Loan application was rejected;

those not planning to apply for Direct Lending; and

those with all manual processing.
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indicated that implementation of the Direct Loan Program would not reduce staff time.

Relative to the other statements, the highest percentage of the respondents (37 percent)

strongly agreed with the statement, "It appears that the Direct Loan Program requires more

computers/more equipment to administer than the FFEL Program."
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Overall Comments Regarding the Federal Family Education
Loan Program

Responding schools provided diverse comments and advice for ED. The majority, however, can be

grouped into three areassuccessful methods for resolving difficulties, improvements needed in

FFELP and Direct Loan implementation ksues.

Successful Methods for Resolving Difficulties

Institutions were asked how thev have successfully resolved any specific difficulties

encountered in the administration of the FFEL Program. About 44 percent of institutions

indicated that they have successfully resolved problems through direct contact \kith their

lender or guarantee agency. Likewise, 5 percent of institutions have resolved problems

through contacting the Department of Education, and 4 percent through contact with other

financial aid administrators and colleagues other than lenders, guarantee agencies, and the

Department. About 10 percent of institutions have successfully resolved problems by

implementing Electronic Funds Transfer or some form of electronic processing, and about 3

percent of institutions see their impending transition to Direct I.ending as an effort to resolve

problems with HELP.

Suggested FFELP Changes

With arymg levels ot specificity, the schools suggest a simplification of FFELP regulations

and procedures. Respondents are divided regarding issues such as treating all schools and

students equally ersus various proposals for separating schools on the bases of size or

administrative quality measures. Somc institutions stated that high quality should exempt

schools from various regulatory requirements, such as multiple disbursements and the 30-day

disbursement delay for flr' ie borrowers.
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In addition, schools expressed concern over rising student debt and their need to have more

control over the loan process.

Institutional comments also focused on the area of improved customer sen ice to s,.:iools from

ED, with a few schools specifically comparing ED's service and support efforts for the Direct

Loan Program to those for FFELP.

Comments Regarding Direct Loan Program Implementation

Responding schools are almost equally divided in their desire for ED to either inundate II

single loan program or continue to allo v. schools to choose between the two programs.

Of those respondents specifically addressing Dirt Lending issues, the areas of most frequent

concern are:

ED's ability t, continue to provide a high level of support as the number of Direct Loan

participants increases;

the potential effect, of congressional budget cuts on the Direct Loan Program's

viability; and

the future quality of servicing Direct Loans.
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Institutional Preferences and Comments Regarding the Survey

Respondents were asked to indicate their preferences regarding the timing and magnitude of future

institutional surveys. Approximately three-fourths (74 percent) of the schools indicated that they

would prefer a single large survey, conducted annually. Only 26 percent of the responding

institutions expressed an interest in two separate surveys (i.e., one primary survey and one condensed

customer satisfaction survey, conducted 6 months apart from each other).

Some institutions offered opinions about the timing of this survey, suggesting that late fall or early

spring might have been more convenient. Other comments pertained to the length of the

questionnaire, which may possibly have been a function of the timing of the survey.

In terms of the questionnaire format and content, respondents frequently indicated that the survey

instrument contained relevant questions, and was easy to complete without the need for major

research. Typical comments include, ". . . Good, pertinent questions," and "Macro must have

consulted some practical financial aid officers for questions."

In addition to the paper survey, respondents were offered the choice of survey completion over the

Internet. Comments from the Internet respondents were generally very favorable. Responding

schools often commented on the convenience, efficiency and excitement of survey completion via

Internet. However, several respondents suggested modification of the system to allow periodic

review of survey responses.
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Guide to Interpreting Survey Responses

The Appendix contains the survey questionnaire with the item responses. For each survey question,
the percentage of respondents who answered each possible response category is indicated. For
example, if the question contains two possible response options, "yes" and "no", the percentage who
responded "yes" to this item and the percentage who responded "no" are both shown.

The letter "W" corresponds to weighted responses, and the letters "UW" to unweighted responses.
The tables in Volume Two contain the weighted data and these are the data that are summarized in
Volume One. Unweighted data uses the total number of institutions in the FFEL sample as the
denominator. Weighted data, on the other hand, uses the total number of FFEL institutions in the
sample frame as the denominator. The latter data are considered to Le more representative of the
population.
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Introduction

The U.S. Department ot Education (ED) is currently administering two postsecondary loan programs for students -
tl:e ..,eral Family Education Loan Program (1-1-ELP) and the Federal Direct Student Loan Program (FDSLP). ED
has ,ontracted Macro International Inc. to conduct an evaluation of these loan programs. The purpose of this survey.
which is one component of the overall evaluation, is to gather information about schools experiences with the admin-
istration of the FFEL Program. This information will be used to help ED better understand the two programs from
the %.iew point ot the institunons. its well as improve them in future years.

Instructions

For this survey, we would like the Financial Aid Director to be the key contact. However, there may be some questions
that will require input from the Business Office or other offices involved with the loan programs.

This survey has been sent to your institution based on your Department of Education ID Number. Some institutions
may have multiple campuses. branches, or schools within an institution that are served by separate Financial Aid
Offices. It your institution is decentralized in this manner and these divisions operate under a single Department of
Eduvation ID Number, you may need to consult with other Financial Aid Offices to provide your answers or to
determine who should fill out the survey.

Some of the surve queslions may not be applicable to your institution or may not address your specific situation.
Please answer these questions to the best of your ability and feel free to comment in the space provided regarding your
particular situation.

If your institution is a Year 2 Direct Loan school, you may he selected as part of our sample for next year's Direct Loan
survey. For this survey, however, we request that you provide us with information on your experiences with the
Federal Family Education Loan Program.

Our Thanks

We know how busy Financial Aid staff are and we are grateful for your cooperation. Please contact Sadie Bennett at
(800) 2924460 with any questions or comments regarding the survey.

To ensure that your questionnaire is received in time to be included in the survey results, please return it in the
enclosed postage paid emelope or respond lia Internet by April 28, 19'

Please return this survey to:

Macro International Inc.
11785 Beltsville Drive
Calverton, MD 20705
ATTN: Sadie Bennett

Phone: (3(11) 572-02(X)
Toll Free: (800) 292-4460

Fax: (301) 572-0999
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Identifying Information

[Institutional Label]

Is the information on the above label correct? If not, please change any incorrect information.

In the spaces provided below, enter your name, title, telephone number, and the date on which you completed this
questionnaire.

Name of Person Completing Form

Title

Confidentiality

Telephone Number

Date

Although we ask for identifying information for follow-up purposes. identities of institutions and n:unes of individu-
als will be kept strictly confidential by Macro International Inc. All information obtained from this survey will be
presented in aggregate form.

About This Survey

As part of its commitment to continual improvement and to customer service, the Department of Education has asked
Macro to conduct a survey of institutions on a periodic basis to determine strengths and areas for improvement. A
large sample of institutions (both Direct Loan and FFEL institutions) is being surveyed regarding their experiences in
administering their respective programs as part of this effort. This survey covers your experiences with the I-I-EL
Program and your perceptions of the services received. We welcome any thoughts or suggestions you might have
regarding this survey (please see the items in Section 7). Again, thank you for your time and cooperation.
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Section. I lioCk eoundjrifOrmAtion.

1. Which of the following best characterizes the structure of the Financial Aid Office(s) at your institution as it
relates to processing loans? (Check only one.)

j The institution does not have multiple campuses, branches, or schools; one office administers Financial aid
for the entire institution. W=66.37 U14'=64.9%

J Each wmpus, branch, or school within the institution is served by a separate Financial Aid Office.

W=12.7% UW=I3.94
j All campuses. branches, or schools within the institution are served by a single Financial Aid G Tice.

W./7.7% UW./7
J Other (Specify)

W.3.3% LI = 3 . 3(4

2. Does your institution use Electronic Funds Trarster (EFT) to administer the I-FEL Program?

J Yes What percent of loans are processed through EFT?

W=I7.5% UW=22.6% (Mean) W=6I.5% UW=67.07.

J No W=82.57 UW=77.4%

3. Does your institution use EDExpress software for the administration of Pell Grant funds?

J Yes W=43.0% UW=46.97
J No W=57.07 UW=53.I%

4. What type of computer system does your institution use when administering student financial aid?

Utilize only mainframe system W=5.6% UW=8.3%

j Utilize both mainframe and personal computers W=38.0% UW=48.6%

J Utilize only personal computers W=30.99c UW=24.I%,

-1 Use a contracted servicer to process electronically W=II.I% UW=65%
J No computer system is used; all manual processing W=I0.1% UW=8.79

-1 Other (Specify) W=4.3% UW=3.87c

5. Are you currently participating or do you plan to participate in the National Student Loan Clearinghouse'?

Yes, we are currently participating W=6.7% UW=8.99'c

j Yes, we plan to participate within the next year W=42.89' UW=451%

j No W=50.57 UW=46.0%

6. How many loans did you certify during the last Federal award year (93/94)?

loans (Mean) W=905./ UW=I500.2
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7. Based on your experience with the administration of FFEL loans to date, do you expect a significant change in
the number of loans certified during the 94/95 Federal award year?

Yes No- % increase from 93/94 or (7( decrease from 93/94

No

(Mean) W=28.4% UW=25.09'c

W=40.8% UW=45.4%

W=59.2c7c UW=54.6%

(Mean) W=36.8% LIVV=33.0%

2

6



S&i.tiqn Administnitiokpf
(Administering the Program includes all loan activities, reconciliation, reporting, and keeping up with regulations.)

8. How would you characterize the level of work or staff effort needed to administer this Program on a day-to-day
basis? (Check only one. If you are using EFT and manual processing, please take both into account when
answering.)

Very easy to administer W=6.8% UW=5.5%

J Relatively easy to administer, with a few areas that require a high level of effort W=23.5% UW=22 3%

J A moderate amount of effort is required overall W=37.3% UW=35.2%
Relatively labor intensive to administer, with many areas that require a high level of effort

W=26.I% UW=29.2%

J Very labor intensive to administer W=6.4% UW=7.9%

9. Which of the following other departments (or staff outside the Financial Aid Office) have functions or tasks
that support the administration of student fmancial aid and the Federal Family Education Loan Program? Please
use the following scale to indicate the level of involvement for each department. (Circle only one code for
each department.)

1 = No involvement with student financial aid
2 = A few functions or tasks that support administering aid
3 = Extensive or significant functions or tasks that support administering aid
NA = Not applicable, department does not exist at this institution

1

Department Level of Involvement

1 2 3 NA
Accounting Office W=12.1% W=43.1% W=21.4% W=23.4%

UW=13.8% UW=44.0% UW=22.1% UW=20.1%

Business/Bursars Office or
Student Accounts

1

W=5.0%
UW=3.9%

2
W=35.3%

UW=34.6%

3

W=47.5%
UW=53.1%

NA
W=12.2%
UW=8.4%

1 2 3 NA
Computer Services W=16.8% W=31.4% W=26.8% W=25.1%

UW=17.0% UW=34.2% UW=31.4% UW=17.5%

1 2 3 NA
Admissions W=38.7% W=40.2% W=9.5% W=I1.6%

UW=41.3% UW=41.6% UW=7.6% UW=9.5%

1 2 3 NA
Registrar's Office W=15.9% W=54.4% W=I4.1% W=15.6%

UW=I6.0% UW=58.8% UW=14.3% UW=10.9%

Other (Specify) 1 2 3 NA
W=6.3 % W=5.7% W=3.6% W=84.3%

UW=24.3% UW=18.8% UW=10.9% UW=46.0%

3



10. In terms of the amount of staff and effort required, please indicate your level of satisfaction with each of the
following activities involved in administering the Federal Family Education Loan Program. (Circle only one
code for each activity. NA should be circled for activities that you have not yet had experience with in the
Federal Family Education Loan Program.)

Activity Very
Satisfied

Somewhat
Satisfied

Somewhat
Dissatisfied

Very
Dissatisfied

NA

Keeping up with regulations
1

W=17.0%
UW=14.9%

2

W=42.9%
UW=42.3%

3

W=23.5%
UW=25.7%

4
W=16.2%

UW=16.7%

NA
W=0.4%

UW=0.5%

Answering general questions about
loans and financial aid

1

W=42.2%
UW=40.1%

2

W=47.8%
UW=48.6%

3

W=7.8%
UW=9.2%

4

W=1.4%
UW=1.6%

NA
W=0.9%

UW=0.6%

Counseling borrowers while in
school

1

W=43.8%
UW=39.8%

2

W=44.1%
UW=46.4%

3

W=8.5%
UW=I0.5%

4
W=2.4%

UW=2.4%

NA
W=1.2%

UW=0.8%

Helping students with loans after
they have left school

1

W=22.9%
UW=19.5%

2

W=45.I%
UW=46.6%

3

W=18.7%
UW=20.3%

4
W=5.9%

UW=6.0%

NA
W=7.3%

UW=7.4%

Processing of loan applications
1

W=44.4%
UW=40.8%

2

W=41.2%
UW=42.6%

3

W=10.7%
UW=12.2%

4
W=2.7%

UW=3.8%

NA
W=0.8%

UW=0.6%

Receipt of loan funds
1

W=45.I%
UW=40.8%

2

W=41.0%
UW=42.8%

3

W=9.7%
UW= I 1.6%

4
W=5.9%

UW=6.0%

NA
W=1.7%

UW=1.4%

Disbursement of loan funds
(including preparing loan checks
and getting students to sign)

1

W=36.2%
UW=31.3%

2

W=44.2%
UW=44.6%

3

W=12.9%
UW=15,9%

4

W=3.5%
uw=4.7%

NA
W=3.3%

uw=3.5%

Refunding excess loan funds
to students

1

W=29.2%
UW=26.2%

2

W=44.7%
UW=46.0%

3

W=13.0%
UW=14.1%

4

W=4.I%
UW=4.7%

NA
W=9.0%

UW=8.9%

Financial monitoring and reporting
1

W=24.2%
UW=22.1%

2
W=54.0%

UW=55.3%

3

W=15.4%
UW=16.6%

4
W=4.5%

UW=4.1%

NA
W=1.8%

UW=2.0%

Recordkeeping and reporting of
student information (includes SSCR
and financial aid transcripts)

1

W=26.0%
UW=21.9%

2

W=45.1%
UW=45.5%

3

W=20.0%
UW=22.5%

4

W=7.0%
UW=8.3%

NA
W=2.0%

UW=1.8%

Other (Specify)
1

W=13.9%
UW=3.3%

2
W=5.7%

UW=1.1%

3

W=6.45
UW=1.1%

4
W=11.2%
UW=2.3%

NA
W=62.5%

UW=13.2%

11. If you indicated that you are dissatisfied with any of the ,hove activities, plezse specify the factors that contributed
to your dissatisfaction with those activities. What can be done/what methods have you used to resolve the
situation?
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12. Please estimate the number of minutes or hours of total staff time i1 takes to process a Stafford loan. from
the time the student is awarded a loan to the point where all funds are disbursed to the student and/or 1Lien-

account. Do not include PLUS loans in this estimate; only Stafford loans. Staff time refers to the total number
of minutes required by all staff members at your institution to process that loan, regardless of their departnient
or the elapsed time between activities. (Please indicate the amount of time required and the percent of loans
requiring that amount of time in each of the following: best, average, and worst case situations.)

When providing estimates, please think strictly in terms of the following administrative functinns:

Processing of loan application/creation of origination record;
Request and receipt of loan funds by institution;
Enrollment verification; and
Disbursement of loan funds to student.

(Means)
...-

Best Case/Average/Worst Case
Scenario

li.... me required to process loan
Percent of total

Stafford loans requiring this amount
of time

Best case/no exceptions
or problems

W=30.4
UW=28.4 minutes

W=47.0
UW=47.3

(7, take this amount ot time
W=8.6
UW=9.8 or hours

Average total time

W=40.1
UW=37.4 minutes

W=45.4
UW=44.0

% mke this amount ot time
W=9.8
UW=10.6 or hours

Worst case/many exceptions
or problems

W=57.0
UW-52.7 minutes

W=14.3
UW=I3.9

% take this amount of time
W=10.9
UW=12.0 or hours

For EFT processing (If
applicable)

Time required to process loan
Percent of total

Stafford loans requiring this amount
of time

Best case/no exceptions
or problems

W=15.4
UW=13.5 minutes

W=52.4
UW=53.1

q take this amount of time
W=3.0
UW=4.2 or hours

Average toutl time

W=21.1
UW=18.7 minutes

W=38.8
UW=38.4

eh take this amount of time
W=4.5
UW=6.2 or hours

Worst case/many exceptions
or problems

W=26.3
UW=24.I minutes

W=10.1
UW=10.5

'X take this amount of time
W=7.5
UW=9.6 or hours



1 3. How many lenders do you deal with on a regular basis in the FFEL Program?

J 1-2 lenders W=25 3% UW=15.87

J 3-5 lenders W=30 2% UW=3004
J 6-1(J lenders W=23.3(.4 UW=27.07c

i I -21) lender,: W=8 9% ('W=11 0'4

J More than 21) lenders tt =12.2'4 UR =16 27

14. HoN. many guarantee agencies do you deal with on a regular basis in the I-1.EL Program?

J 1 guarantee agency U =41.717 UW=34.0%

2-3 guarantee vgencies W=39.9% UW=42.5%

J 4-5 guarantee agencies W=9.37 UW=11.8%
J Morc than 5 guarantee agencies W=9 0% UW=11.7%

15. The following three quesuons ask about services received from the Department of Education, guarantee
agenjes, and lenders.

15a. In the appropriate column:

a. Note whether you have received information/support from the Department of Education.

b. Rate the timeliness of the information/support for your needs and activities using a scale of 1-5, with 1
being very timely and 5 being not at all timely.

c. Rate the usefulness of the information/support on a scale of 1-5, with 1 being very useful and 5 being not at
.!!1 useful.

d. Please write in any additional comments you may have.

Materials/Training

(a)

Received?
Y = Yes
N = No

-
(b)

Rate timeliness
(1-5 or NA)

(Mean)

(c)

Rate usefulness
(1-5 or NA)

(Mean)

(d)

Comments

Software for administration
or reporting functions

w=y=44.89 tivv=V=44.4%
W=N=55.2% UW=N=55.6%

W=2.1
UW=2.1

W=2.1
UW=2.I

Telephone support
W=Y4.3% UW=Y=64.3%
w'=ti=15.7ck UW=N=35.7%

W=2.4
UW=2.5

W=2.2
UW=2.2

Informath,,i on
1-1-EL Program
rules/regulations

W=Y=94.4% UW=Y=95.2%
W=N =5.6% UW=N=4.89-

W=2.6
UW=2.6

W=2. I
UW=12

Training sessions
w...-v.-N I% I 'W=Y=5(1.1 cfr

W=N=2 1.9% UW=N= 19.9%
W=2,2
UW=2.3

W=2.1
UW=2.1

Materials for counseling
borrowers

W=Vw).7% t'w=v=59.3%
vv.s=19.3% uw.,N.-.40.7%

W=2.I
LIW=1 1

W=2.0
UW=2. I

Other (Specify)

,

V* =V=21.K. 1'w=Y=23.3%
W=S.79 o% I .W=N=76.7%

..........

W.1.8
UW=1.8

W=I.5
UW=I.6

6
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M. In the appropriate column:

a. Note whether you have received information/support from your primpry lender or its servicer.

b. Rate the timeliness of the information/support for your needs and activities using a scale of 1-5, with 1

being very timely and 5 being not at all timely.

c. Rate the usefulness of the information/support on a scale of 1-5. with I being very uselul and 5 being not

at all useful.

d. Please write in any additional comments you may have.

Materials/Training

(a)

Received?
Y = Yes
N = No

(b)

Rate timeiiness
(1-5 z.;- N 1

(Meal

(c)

Rate usefulness
(1-5 or NA)

(Mean)

(d)

Comments

Scftware for administration
or reporting functions

W=Y=2 / .2% UW.- Y=23.7%
W=N=78.8%. UW=N=76.39'c

W=1.6
U.W.1.6 UW.1.7

Telephone support
W=Y=86.5% UW=Y=88.0%
W=N=13.5% UW=N=12.0%

W=1.6
UW=1.6

W=1 6
UW.1 6

Information on
1-1-EL Program
rules/regulations

W=Y5.5% UW=Y8.5%
W=N=34.5% UW=N=31.59

W=1.7
UW=1.7

W=1.7
1 V.1.7

Training sessions
W=Y=38.5% UW=Y=40.5%
W=N61.5% UW=N=59.5%

W=1.7
UW=1.7 l'W.1 .7

Materials for counseling
borrowers

w=y=74.% UW=Y=78.8%
W=N=25.7% UW=N=21.2%

W=I.6
UW=1.5

W=1.6
UW: 1.5

Other (Specify)
W=Y=19.5% UW=Y=22.3%
W=N=80.5% UW=N=77.7%

W=1.1
UW=1.3

W=1.3
UW=I.1

15c. What percent of your loan volume is handled by your primary lender?

% (Mean) W=62.2% UW=57.9%
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15d. In the appropnate column.
a. Note whether you have received information/support from your primary guarantee agency or its servicer.

b. Rate the timeliness of the information/support for your needs and activities using a scale of 1-5. with being
very timely and 5 being not at all timely.

c. Rate the usefulness of the information/support on a scale of 1-5, with 1 being very useful and 5 being not
at all useful.

d. Please write in any additional comment.s you may have.

Materials/Training

(a)

Received?
Y = Yes

N .1: No

(b)

Rate timeliness
(1-5 or NA)

(Mean)

(c)

Rate usefulness
(1-5 or NA)

(Mean)

(d)

Comments

Software for administration
or reporting functions

W=Y=45.4% UW=Y=52.7%
W=N=54 6% UW=N=47.391

W=1.6
W=I.6

W=I.6
UW=I.6

Telephone support
W=Y=93.3% UW=Y=93.99
W=N=6.7% UW=N=6.1%

W= 1.6
UW=I.6

W=1.6
UW=I.5

Information on
1-1-ht Programn

rules/regulations

W=Y=93.6% UW=Y=94.7%
W=N=6.4% UW=N=5.3%

W=1.7
UW=1.7

W=1.6
UW=1.6

Training sessions W=Y=83.1% UW=Y=86.1%
W=N=16.9% UW=N=13.9%

W= I .6
UW=1.6

W=1.7
UW=1.6

Materials for counseling
borrowers

W=Y=86.59 UW=Y=87.2%
W=N=I3.5% UW=N=13.8%

W=I.6
UW=1.6

W=1.6

Other (Specify) W=Y=I 9.8% UW=Y=21.5%
W=N=80.1% UW=N=78.59

W=1.6
UW=I.5

W=I.7
1JW=1.5

15e. What percent of your loan volume is handled by your primary guarantee agency?

c7t (Mean) W=86.9% UW=84.9%

16. What additional comments do you have about the current structure and administration of the FFEL Program!
(This question is optional.)
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Section 3 - Chnnoes.Over Time

17. For the following aspects of FFEL Program administration, please rate any changes since the Introduction of the

Direct Loan Program, using the lollowing scale:

1 = Improved the situation or aspect
2 = The same, no changes

= Worsened the situation or aspect
NA = Not applicable

Rating Comments

Student access to loans 1 2 3

I

W=14.07(
NA

UW=14.67(

i

2

W=54.77(
UW=58.27

3

W=3.07(
LlW=2.4r4

4

W=28.37(
UW=24.77(

Ease of administration
of 1-1-EL Program

1 2 3 N A
W=18.87(
UW=22.27(

W=51.47(
UW=51.47

W=4.77
UW=5.17(

W=25.2 (4
UW=21.27

Service from
banks/guarantee
agencies

1 2 3 NA
W=35.87(

UW=41.67(
W=38.67(

UW=36.07(
W=2.57(

UW=3.0c4
W=23.17(
UW=19.4q

Servir (rn loan
serviL zollection
agencies

1 2 3 NA
W=20.7(7(

UW=2337(
W=47.27(

UW=47.77(
W=2.97(

UW=2.8g
W=29.37(

UW=25.87(

Service from your third
party or privately
contracted services

1 2 3 NA
W=6.8(7(

UW=7.6%
W=28.97

UW=2.8.07(
W=1.27

UW=1.17(
W=63.2g

UW=63.17(

9



18. Listed below are resources needed for the delivery of fmancial aid that may have changed at your institution.
Please note if increases or decreases have recently occurred or will occur. This question refers only to changes
that are a direct result of changes in the H-EL Program and that occurred or were budgeted to occur in the 93/94
or 94/95 Federal award year. Please use the following scale:

1 = Significant decrease occurred
2 = Small decrease occurred
3 = No significant change/did not occur
4 = Small increase occurred
5 = Significant increase occurred

Resource Level of Change

Number of staff postions 1 2 3 4 5

related to fmancial aid W=1.7% W=3.4% W=74.6% W=16.0% W=4.3%
(temporary or permanent) UW=1.7% UW=3.0% UW=74.3% UW=16.6% UW=4.4%

Number of staff positions in W=1.1% W=2.9% W=86.6% W=8.1% W=1.3%
accounting or business office UW=1.1% UW=2.7% UW=87.0% UW=8.1% UW=1.1%

Number of staff utilized for W=1.3% W=2.2% W=82.8% W=11.6% W=2.1%
technical support UW=1.3% UW=1.9% UW=80.8% UW=13.7% UW-2.3%

Number of hours current staff W=1.6% W=3.7% W=57.0% W=25.4% W=12.3%
work UW=1.5% UW=4.0% UW=56.4% UW=25.4% UW=12.7%

Equipment/Computers
W=0.9%

UW=0.9%
W=1.8%

UW=1.6%
W=53.3%

UW=50.0%
W=30.3%
tJW=32.8%

W=13.7%
UW=14.8%

Supplies (postage, copying,
etc.)

W=1.5%
UW=1.6%

W=3.4%
UW=3.6%

W=57.2%
UW=55.4%

W=27.6%
UW=27.8%

W=10.3%
UW=11.5%

Funds for training
W=2.5%

UW=2.3%
W=3.6%

UW=3.4%
W=71.9%

UW=74.2%
W=16.4%

UW=15.1%
W=5.5%

UW=5.05f

Funds for staff travel
W=2.9%
UW=3.0%

W=4.5%
UW=4.9%

W=69.9%
UW=70.6%

W=17.9%
UW=17.1%

W=4.8%
UW=4.4%

Develop/modify computer W=1.5% W=1.7% W=50.1% W=31.1% W=15.7%
program/procedures UW=1.3% UW=1.9% UW=45.5% UW=34.4% UW=16.8%

W=25.1% W=1.9% W=36.5% W=3.9% W=12.5%
Other (Specify)

UW=3.2% UW=0.2% UW=5.3% UW=0.3% UW=1.6%
-

19. What changes have you made to your administration to resolve specific problems? What other comments do
you have on changes in the FFEL Program? (This question is optional.)
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Section..4.,Satisfaction mit-n th&VFE1:Prwritin

20. Please rate how satisfied you are with each aspect of the 1-l-EL Program in the table below using a scale of 1-5.
with 1 being very satisfied and 5 being very dissatisfied. or NA for Not Applicable.

Aspect of Program

Rate
Satisfaction
(1-5 or NA)

Mean

Comments

Timeliness of receipt of loan
funds under EFT processing

W=I.4
UW=1.5

Timeliness of receipt of loan
funds under manual processing

W=2.1
UW=2.3

Workload to counsel borrowers
W=2.6

UW=2.7

Relationsh:p with primary
lenders

W=1.7
UW=1.7

Relationship with primary
guarantors UW=1.7

ED's responsiveness to reported
problems or difficuties in the
FFEL Program

W=2.8
UW=2.8

ED's handling of special cases or
exceptions when reporting
problems or difficulties

W=3.1
UW=3.5

Other (Specify) W=2.4
UW=2.3

21. Overall, how satisfied were you with the H-hL Program prior to July 1994 when the Direct Loan Program was
implemented? On a scale of 1-5, please circle your level of satisfaction.

very satisfied 1 2 3 4 5 very dissatisfied (Mean) W=2.3 UW=24

22. Currently, how satisfied are you with the 1-1-EL Program? On a scale of 1-5, please circle your level of
satisfaction.

very satisfied 1 2 3 4 5 very dissatisfied (Mean) W=2.2 UW=2.2

23. How much does the use of EFT affect your satisfaction with the FFEL Program? On a scale of 1-5, pleas, circle
your response.

increases satisfaction 1 2 3 4 5 decreases satisfaction
(Mean) W=L5 UW=/..5

24. What additional comments or suggestions do you have regarding your satisfaction with the FFEL Program?
(This question is optional.)

11



Section 5 DeCisions Re Tardin the. FFVL and Direct LOan PrO Tanis

25. Have you applied or are you planning to apply for the Direct Loan Program?

Applied to Direct Loan and will participate in Year 20-Skip to Question 27 W=24 2(7, Utt =23 37(
Applied to Direct Loan and pending for Year 3 0-Skip to Question 27 lt Litt. =5 .07(

Will apply to Direct Loan for Year 3 0Skip to Question 27 LI% =5 1'4

J Application for Direct Loan rejected 0Skip to Question 27 W=2.2(7( Uft =1 4C;
...I No *Answer Question 26 1.1/=52 2(7(' Litt =54 4(:;
J Other (specify) 0-Answer Question 26 W=9.0'71 UW=10.1q

76. Please check below the most important reasons (up to three) why your institution is currently participating in
the FFEL Program.

Familiar with administration of FFEL Program W=445(7 L1W =44.2(7(

Ahle to serve borrowers well through FFEL Program W=65.6 UW=67.41(

Maintain relationship with lenders or guarantee agencies W=25.3'7( UW=27.87,

Did not want to join Direct Loan during it_s first year of operation W=20.07 UW= 23.7'7(

FFEL Program appears simpler to administer than Direct Loan W=21.8g UW=21.47
FFEL Program loan processing is not responsibility of Financial Aid Office W=6./9 ( UW=6.24

Want to continue to offer students a choice of loan sources W=26.57 UW=29.0%
Do not want to originate loans W=32.27c UW=32.5

Key administrators at institution support FFEL Program W=9.8% UW=11.4 9(

Important external supporters of 1-1--EL Program (e.g., Board, funders, etc.) W=3.2(7( UW=3 77

Other (Specify) W./ 7.97( UW=21.0%

,

27. Did you receive information regarding the Direct Loan Program from any of the following sources'? If so. did
these sources impact your institution's decision regarding applying to participate in the Program?

1 = Did not receive information from this source
2 = Received information from this source and it did not impact our decision
3 = Received information from this source and it impacted our decision

Source Level of Impact

Department of Education
I

W=2.8% UW.2.3%
2

W=51.8ci t V=51.8%
1

W=43.4% UW=41.9%

Postsecondary education associations
(NASFAA. CAA. etc.)

I Tw= 15.9% W=5I.2% t'W=52.9% W=28.2% UW=31.2%

Accrediting agency W=66.8% U.W=70.7% W=26.tn UW=23.2% W=7.2% 1.1.V.. I g

Lender or guarantee agency W=29.3% UW=24.79 W=52.0% VW=55.63 Wr I 8.7(1, I 'W=I9.6%

Loan servicing/collection agency W.58.7% UW=55.2% W=31.29 UW=16.1% W.8.I % UW.8.6%

Our privately contracted servicing
company

L'W=75.71 W=19.27, UW.I8.9% W=7.8% t 'W=5.3%

General media (newspapers.
television. etc.)

W=38.2% UW=33.6% W=49.1% UW=53.1% Wz.-12.5% UW.I.3%

Friends or colleagues in student
financial aid

W.24.5% 1.5W=I9.7% W.41.8% IW.44.9% W=11.7% 17W=17.4%

12
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28. Please indicate your opinion about each of the following statements iegarding the Direct Loan Program. using

the following scale.

1 = Strongly agree
2 = Somewhat agree
3 = No opinion
4 = Somewhat disagree
5 = Strongly disagree

It appears relatively easy to start up the Direct Loan Program at an institution.
(Mean) W=3.2 UW=3.3
It appears relatively difficult to administer the Direct Loan Program on a daily basis.
(Mean) W =2.9 UW =3 .0
It appears that the Direct Loan Program may reduce staff time.
(Mean) W=3.4 UW =3 .4
It appears that the Direct Loan Program requires more computers/more equipment to administer
than the 1-1-Et Program. (Mean) W =2.2 UW =2.2

29. Which of the following sources best describes the basis for your opinions regarding the Direct Loan Program?
(Check all that apply.)

Published reports W=62.0% UW =64.0%
I Conferences pertaining to the Direct Loan Program W =55.6% UW =59.1%

Direct contact with Direct Loan schools W=43 .6% U1Y=51.4%
Other (Please specify): W=I5.87( UW=I6

7 L.
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Section 7..-Surve3; Issues

Section 6.- Ovenil3intii7eSsions

30. How have you resolved any specific difficulties encountered in the administration of the 11-EL Program?
(This question is optional.)

31. Do you have any additional comments or advice for the Department of Education that have not been specifically
addresse.P (This question is optional.)

32. In considering future surveys of institutions participating in the Federal loan programs, we would like your
opinion to inform our decision about the timing of the survey. Which of the following timeframes would be
more useful to your institution?

J Every six months (This would involve a primary survey in the fall and a condensed survey on satisfaction
issues in the spring.) W=25.7% UW=26.7%

J Once per year (This would be a single large survey in the fall.) W=74.3% UW=73.7%

33. Do you have any suggestions or comments on this survey? What suggestions can we offer on ways to improve
future surveys or reduce their burden to you? (This question is optional.)

THANK YOU FOR COMPLETING THIS SURVEY.

14
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2.2 Level of Satisfaction with Activities Involved in Administering the Federal Family

Education Loan Program

2.2a Level of Satisfaction with Activities Involved in Administering the Federal Family
Education Loan Program by Institutional Characteristics (Institutional Type and

Control)

2.2b Level of Satisfaction with Activities Involved in Administering the Federal Family
Education Loan Program by Institutional Characteristics (Loan Volume)

2.2c Level of Satisfaction with Activities Involved in Administering the Federal Family
Education Loan Program by Institutional Characteristics (Structure of Financial Aid

Office)

2.2d Level of Satisfaction with Activities Involved in Administering the Federal Family
Education Loan Program by Institutional Characteristics (Current Use of EFT)
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2.2e Level of Satisfaction with Activities Involved in Administering the Federal Family
Education Loan Program by Institutional Characteristics (Current Use of EDExpress)

2.2f Level of Satisfaction with Activities Involved in Administering the Federal Family
Education Loan Program by Institutional Characteristics (Type of Computer System)

2.2g Level of Satisfaction with Activities Involved in Administering the Federal Family
Education Loan Program by Institutional Characteristics (Number of Lenders)

2.2h Level of Satisfaction with Activities Involved in Administering the Federal Family
Education Loan Program by Institutional Characteristics (Number of Gumntee
Agencies)

2.2i Level of Satisfaction with Activities Involved in Administering the Federal Family
Education Loan Program by Institutional Characteristics (Decision on Application for
Direct Loan Program)

2.2j Satisfaction with Administration Activities by Satisfaction Prior to July 1994

2.2k Satisfaction with Administration Activities by Current FFEL Satisfaction Level

2.3 Level of Work Required to Administer this Program

2.3a Level of Work Required to Administer this Program by Type and Control

2.3b Level of Work Required to Administer this Program By Loan Volume

2.3c Level of Work Required to Administer this Program by Aid Office Structure

2.3d Level of Work Required to Administer this Program by EFT Usage

2.3e Level of Work Required to Administer this Program by EDExpress Usage

2.3f Level of Work Required to Administer this Program by Computer System

2.3g Level of Work Required to Administer this Program by Number of Lenders

2.3h Level of Work Required to Administer this Program by Number of Gumntee Agencies

2.3i Level of Work Required to Administer this Program by DL Application Decision

2.3j Level of Effort by Satisfaction with FFEL Program Prior to July 1, 1994

2.3k Level of Effort by Current Satisfaction with FFEL Program



2.4 Time (in Minutes) Required to Process a Loan with EFT & Manual Procedures

2.4a Time (in Minutes) Required to Process a Loan with EFT & Manual Procedures by
Institutional Characteristics (Type and Control)

2.4b Time (in Minutes) Required to Process a Loan with EFT & Manual Procedures by
Institutional Characteristics (Loan Volume)

2.4c Time (in Minutes) Required to Process a Loan with EF r & Manual Procedures by
Institutional Characteristics (Structure of Financial Aid Office)

2.4d Time (in Minutes) Required to Process a Loan with EFT & Manual Procedures by
Institutional Characteristics (Use of EFT)

2.4e Time (in Minutes) Required to Process a Loan with EFT & Manual Procedures by
Institutional Characteristics (Use of EDExpress)

2.4f Time (in Minutes) Required to Process a Loan with EFT & Manual Procedures by
Institutional Characteristics (Computer System)

2.4g Time (in Minutes) Required to Process a Loan with EFT & Manual Procedures by
Institutional Characteristics (Number of Lenders)

2.4h Time (in Minutes) Required to Process a Loan with EFT & Manual Procedures by
Institutional Characteristics (Number of Guarantee Agencies)

2.4i Time (in Minutes) Required to Process a Loan with EFT & Manual Procedures by
Institutional Characteristics (Decision on Application for Direct Loan Program)

3.1 Number of Lenders

3.2 Distribution of Portion of Loan Volume Handled by Primary Lender

3.3 Number of Guarantee Agencies

3.4 Distribution of Portion of Loan Volume Handled by Primary Guarantee Agency

3.5a Mean Ratings by Type of Material or Training Received from the Department of
Diucation

3.5b Counts of Institutions that Received Materials or Training from the Department of
Education

3.5c Ratings of Timeliness by Type of Material or Training Received from the Department
of Education



3.5d Ratings of Usefulness by Type of Material or Training Received from the Department
of Education

3.6a Mean Ratings by Type of Material or Training Received from Primary Lenders

3.6b Counts of Institutions that Received Materials or Training from Primary Lenders

3.6c Ratings of Timeliness by Type of Material or Training Received from Primary Lenders

3.6d Rafings of Usefulness by Type of Material or Training Received from Primary Lenders

3.7a Mean Ratings by Type of Material or Training Received from Primary Guarantee
Agency

3.7b Counts of Institutions that Received Materials or Training from Primary Guarantee
Agency

3.7c Ratings of Timeliness by Type of Material or Training Received from Primary
Guarantee Agency

3.7d Ratings of Usefulness by Type of Material or Training Received from Primary
Guarantee Agency

3.8 Current Level of Effort to Administer FFEL Program by Satisfaction Prior to July
1994

3.9 Current Level of Effort to Administer FFEL Program by Current FFEL Satisfaction
Level

3.10 Direct Loan Application Decision by Current Satisfaction with FFEL Program

4.1 Ratings by Aspect of Program

4.1a Ratings by Aspect of Program by Institutional Characteristics (Type and Control)

4.1b Ratings by Aspect of Program by Institutional Characteristics (Loan Volume)

4.1c Ratings by Aspect of Program by Institutional Characteristics (Structure of Financial
Aid Office)

4.1d Ratings by Aspect of Program by Institutional Characteristics (Use of EFT)

4.1e Ratings by Aspect of Program by Institutional Characteristics (Use of EDExpress)



4.1f Ratings by Aspect of Program by Institutional Characteristics (Computer System)

4.1g Ratings by Aspect of Program by Institutional Characteristics (Number of Lenders)

4.1h Ratings by Aspect of Program by Institutional Characteristics (Number of Guarantee
Agencies)

4. li Ratings by Aspect of Program by Institutional Characteristics (Decision on Application
for Direct Loan Program)

4.2 Changes in Financial Aid Resources

4.2a Changes in Financial Aid Resources by Institutional Characteristics (Type and Control)

4.2b Changes in Financial Aid Resources by Institutional Characteristics (Loan Volume)

4.2c Changes in Financial Aid Resources by Institutional Characteristics (Structure of
Financial Aid Office)

4.2d Changes in Financial Aid Resources by Institutional Characteristics (Use of EFT)

4.2e Changes in Financial Kid Resources by Institutional Characteristics (Use of
EDExpress)

4.2f Changes in Financial Aid Resources by Institutional Characteristics (Computer System)

4.2g Changes in Financial Aid Resources by Institutional Characteristics (Number of
Ltriders)

4.2h Changes in Financial Aid Resources by Institutional Characteristics (Number of
Guarantee Agencies)

4.2i Changes in Financial Aid Resources by Institutional Characteristics (Decision on
Application for Direct Loan Program)

5a Comparisons of Ratings of FFEL Versus DL Program

5b Comparisons of Ratings of FFEL Versus DL Program Satisfaction Ratings by Activity

5c Comparisons of Mean Ratings of Material or training Received from the Department of
Education by Program

5d Ratings of Timeliness by Type of Material or Training Received from the Department
of Education by Program



5e Ratings of Usefulness by Type of Material or Training Received from the Department of
Education by Program

5f Changes in Financial Aid Resources by Program

5g Satisfaction with Comparable Aspects of FFEL versus DL Program

5h Mean Satisfaction Ratings of Comparable Aspects of Programs

6.1 Most Important Factors in Choice of FFEL

6.1a Most Important Factors in Choice of FFEL by Institutional Characteristics (Type and
Control)

6.1b Most Important Factors in Choice of FFEL by Institutional Characteristics (Loan Volume)

6.1c Most Important Factors in Choice of kl.EL by Institutional Characteristics (Structure of
Financial Aid Office)

Most Important Factors in Choice of kl.EL by Institutional Characteristics (Use of EFT)6. 1 d

6. le Most Important Factors in Choice of kkEL by Institutional Characteristics
EDExpress)

6.1f Most Important Factors in Choice of FFEL by Institutional Characteristics
System)

6.1g Most Important Factors in Choice of ',FEL by Institutional Characteristics
Lenders)

6.1h Most Important Factors in Choice of 11.EL by Institutional Characteristics
Guarantee Agencies)

6.1i Most Important Factors in Choice of FFEL by Institutional Characteristics
Application for Direct Loan Progrun)

6.2 Information Sources

6.2a Effect of Information on Decision

6.2b Information Sources by Institutional Characteristics (Type and Control)

6.2c Information Sources by Institutional Characteristics (Loan Volume)

(Use of

(Computer

(Number of

(Number of

(Decision on



6.2d Information Sources by Institutional Characteristics (Structure of Financial Aid Office)

6.2e Information Sources by Institutional Characteristics (Use of EFT)

6.2f Information Sources by Institutional Characteristics (Use of EDExpress)

6.2g Information Sources by Institutional Characteristics (Computer System)

6.2h Information Sources by Institutional Characteristics (Number of Lenders)

6.2i Information Sources by Institutional Characteristics (Number of Guarantee Agencies)

6.2j Information Sources by Institutional Characterisitics (Decision on Application for
Direct Loan Program)

6.3a Effect of Received Information on Decision by Institutional Characteristics (Type and
Control)

6.3b Effect of Received Information on Decision by Institutional Characteristics (Loan
Volume)

6.3c Effect of Receivul Information on Decision by Institutional Characteristics (Structure
of Financial Aid Office)

6.3d Effect of Received Information on Decision by Institutional Characteristics (Use of
EFT)

6.3e Effect of Received Information on Decision by Institutional Characteristics (Use of
EDExpress)

6.3f Effect of Received Information on Decision by Institutional Characteristics (Computer
System)

6.3g Effect of Received Information on Decision by Institutional Characteristics (Number of
Lenders)

6.3h Effect of Received Information on Decision by Institutional Characteristics (Number of
Guarantee Agencies)

6.3i Effect of Received Information on Decision by Institutional Characteristics (Decision
on Application for Direct Loan Program)

6.4a Opinions on the Direct Loan Program

6.4b Mean Ratings of Opinions on the Direct Loan Program

Sb



6.5 Basis for Opinions Regarding the Direct Loan Program

7.1 Preferences for Future Surveys



Table 1.1

Ratings of Satisfaction with FFEL Program

Time Period Level of Satisfaction

1=Very 5:Very

Satisfied 2 3 4 Dissetisfied Not Applicable Total

N Pct. W Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Currently 1479 26.7 2259 40.7 1320 23.8 380 6.8 106 1.9 3 0.1 5547 100.0

Prior to July 1994 1243 23.0 2004 37.1 1556 28.8 417 7.7 171 3.2 6 0.1 5397 100.0

Table 1 161

Neon Satisfaction Rating of FFEL Pcogram

Time Period Neon
Rating

Currently 2.2

Prior to July 1994 2.3
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Table 1.2

Mean Rating for General Satisfaction with FFEL Program
by Institutional Characteristics

Institutional Characteristics Mean
Rating

Type & Control:
4-Year Public 2.4

2-Year Public 2.3

4-Year Private 2.0

2-Year Private 2.0

Proprietary 2.2

Loan Volume:
S1,000,000 or less 2.2

$1,000,00145,000,000 2.1

$5,000,001-$10,000,000 2.2

$10,000,0001420,000,000 2.2

over $20,000,000 2.3

Aid Office Stucture:
1 campus, 1 office 2.2

Separate offices 2.2

Mutt. campus, 1 office 2.2

Other 2.5

EFT Admin:
Yes 2.0

No 2.2

Uses EDExpress Software:
Yes 1.2

No 2.1

Computer System:
Mainframe only 2.2

Both mainframe and PC 2.2

PC only 2.1

Contracted servicer 2.2

All manual processing 2.0

Other 2.4

Number of Lenders:
1 - 2 2.2

3 - 5 2.1

6 - 10 2.1

11 - 20 2.2

Over 20 2.4

Number of GAs:

1 2.1

2 - 3 2.1

4 - 5 2.2

Over 5 2.4

DL Application:
Year 2 Participant 2.4

Pending for Year 3 2.5

(CONTINUED)
Table 1.2

Mean Rating for General Catisfaction with FFEL Program
by Institutional Characteristics

Institutional Characteristics Mean
Rating

DL Application:
Will Apply for Year 3
Application Rejected
No
Other

2.6
2.1

2.0

2.3
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Table 1.3

Mean Rating for General Satisfaction with FFEL Program Prior to July 1994
by Institutional Characteristics

Institutional Characteristics Rating

Type 8 Control:
4-Year Public 2.7
2-Year Public 2.3
4-Year Private 2.4
2-Year Private 2.1

Proprietary 2.2
Loan Volume:
$1,000,000 or less 2.2
$1,000,00145,000,000 2.3
$5,000,001-S10,000,000 2.5
$10,000,0001-$20,000,000 2.6
over $20,000,000 2.8
Aid Office Stucture:
1 campus, 1 office 2.3
Separate offices 2.3
Mult. campus, 1 cffice 2.4
Other 2.3
EFT Admin:
Yes 2.4
Lo 2.3
Uses EDExpress Software:
Yes 2.4
No 2.2
Computer System:
Mainframe only 2.4
Both mainframe and PC 2.4
PC only 2.3
Contracted servicer 2.3
All manual processing 1.9
Other 2.5
Number of Lenders:
1 - 2 2.2
3 - 5 2.3
6 - 10 2.3
11 - 20 2.3
Over 20 2.6
Number of GAs:
1 2.2
2 - 3 2.3
4 - 5 2.6
Over 5 2.6
DL Application:
Year 2 Participant 2.6
Pending for Year 3 2.7
Will Apply for Year 3 2.4
Application Rejected 1.9
No 2.1
Other 2.4

9 3



Table 1.4

Satisfaction with Aspects of FFEL Program

Aspect of Program Level of Satisfaction

Total
1=Very

Satisfied 2 3 4

5=Very
Dissatisfied

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Timeliness of loan funds - EFT processin 714 70.5 214 21 .1 56 5.5 7 0.7] 22 2.2 1013 100.0

Timeliness of loan funds - manual proces 1761 32.3 1864 34.2 1276 23.4 400 7.3 152 2.8 5452 100.0

Workload to counsel borrowers 881 16.0 1691 30.8 1766 32.1 828 15.1 331 6.0 5498 100.0

Relationship with primary lenders 2899 53.6 1462 27.0 785 14.5 173 3.2 89 1.6 5409 100.0

Relationship with primary guarantors 3130 57.0 1389 25.3 644 11.7 208 3.8 117 2.1 5488 100.0

ED's responsiveness to reported problems 691 16.5 1094 26.1 1236 29.5 715 17.1 453 10.8 4189 100.0

ED's handling of special cases/exception 640 17.8 940 26.1 1043 29.0 591 16.4 385 10.7 3598 100.0

Other 90 55.5 10 6.1 3 1.6 20 12.4 39 24.3 161 100.0

Table 1.4.

Mean Satisfaction Ratings of Aspects of FFEL Program

Aspect of Program Mean
Rating

Timeliness of loan funds - EFT
processing
Timeliness of loan funds - manual

process
Workload to counsel borrowers
Relationship with primary lenders
Relationship with primary guarantors
ED's responsiveness to reported problems
ED's handling of special
cases/exceptions
Other

1.4

2.1

2.6
1.7
1.7
2.8

2.8
2.4

BEST COPY AVAILABLE



Table 1.4b

Satisfaction with Aspects of FFEL Program
by Institutional Type and Control

Type & Control: 4-Yeer PUblic

Aspect of Program Level of Satisfaction

Total
1=Very

Satisfied 2 3 4

5=Very
Dissatisfied

M Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Timeliness of loan funds - EFT processin 117 63.8 43 23.4 16

1

8.7 2 1.3 5 2.8 184 100.0

Timeliness of loan funds - minuet proces 106 20.0 148 28.0 166 31.3 75 14.1 35 6.6 530 100.0

Workload to counsel borrowers 38 7.3 136 25.9 189 36.0 99 18.8 63 12.1 525 100.0

Relationship with primary lenders 299 57.1 137 26.2 58 11.1 24 4.6 5 1.0 525 100.0

Relationship with primary guarantors 303 57.2 145 27.5 49 9.3 21 4.0 10 2.0 529 100.0

ED's responsiveness to reported protlems 45 10.8 99 23.4 139 33.1 93 22.1 44 10.6 420 100.0

ED's handling of special cases/exception 4! 13.0 81 23.3 193 32.5 77 22.1 32 9.1 349 100.0

Other 15 63.1 0 0 1 5.1 1 5.1 6 16.7 24 100.0

Table 1.4b

Satisfaction with Aspects of FFEL Program
by institutional Type and Control

Type & Contrul: 2-Year Public

Aspect of Prngram Level of Satisfaction

Total
1=Very

Satisfied 2 3 4

5=Very
Dissatisfied

N Pct. N Pct. N ' Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Timeliness of loan funds - EFT processin 54 60.0 26 29.2 9 9.5 1 1.3 0 0 90 100.0

Timeliness of loan funds - mmnual proces 396 34.4 356 31.0 303 26.4 75 6.5 19 1.7 1149 100.0

Workload to counsel borrowers 152 13.2 278 24.1 379 32.9 258 22.4 84 7.3 1153 100.0

Relationship with primary lenders 591 52.2 358 31.6 141 12.4 32 2.8 12 1.0 1132 100.0

Relationship with primary guarantors 687 59.5 304 26.3 117 10.1 32 2.7 14 1.3 1153 100.0

ED's responsiveness to reported problews 133 15.1 220 24.9 253 28.6 189 21.4 sa 10.0 883 100.0

ED's handling of special cases/exception 134 18.2 183 24.9 204 27.7 129 17.6 85 11.6 735 100.0

Other 22 55.1 9 21.8 0 0 1 2.8 8 20.2 40 100.0



Table 1.4b

Satisfaction with Aspects of FFEL Program
by Institutional Type and Control

Type & Control: 4-Year Private

Aspect of Program Level of Satisfaction

Total

1=Very
Satisfied 2 3 4

5=Very
Dissatisfied

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Timeliness of loan funds - EFT processin 319 73.9 88 20.4 13 3.1 3 0.6 9 2.0 432 100.0
Timeliness of loan funds - manual proces 321 24.4 501 38.2 343 26.1 103 7.8 45 3.4 1313 100.0
Workload to counsel borrowers 179 13.4 412 30.8 449 33.6 223 16.7 73 5.4 1335 100.0
Relationship with primary lenders 779 58.8 390 29.4 115 8.7 28 2.1 12 0.9 1324 100.0
Relationship with primary guarsntors 794 60.2 350 26.5 114 8.7 38 2.9 23 1.7 1319 100.0
ED's responsiveness to reported problems 115 11.7 242 24.8 338 34.5 158 16.1 127 12.9 979 100.0
ED's handling of special cases/exception 110 13.2 201 24.3 255 30.7 164 19.8 99 11.9 829 100.0
Other 32 73.7 1 2.9 0 0 1 2.9 9 20.5 43 100.0

Table 1.4b

Satisfaction with Aspects of FFEL Program
by Institutional Type and Control

Type & Control: 2-Year Private

Aspect of Program Levet of Satisfaction

Total

1=Very
Satisfied 2 3 4

5=Very
Dissatisfied

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Timeliness of loan funds - EFT processin 28 57.1 21 42.9 0 0 0 0 0 0 49 100.0
Timeliness of loan funds - manual proces 172 33.2 218 42.1 88 16.9 39 7.5 1 0.3 518 100.0
Workload to counsel borrowers 93 18.1 179 34.8 161 31.3 61 11.8 20 3.9 514 100.0
Relationship with primary lenders 238 49.2 135 28.0 88 18.2 11 2.3 11 2.3 483 100.0
Relationship with primary guarantors 294 58.2 130 25.8 64 12.7 8 1.6 9 1.7 505 100.0
ED's responsiveness to reported problems 86 23.1 121 32.5 95 25.3 50 13.3 22 5.8 373 100.0
ED's handling of special cases/exception 71 21.6 104 31.8 80 24.3 41 12.5 32 9.9 329 100.0
Other 4 66.7 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 33.3 7 100.0
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Table 1.4b

Satisfaction with Aspects of FFEL Program
by institutional Type and Control

Type & Control: Proprietary

Aspect of Program Level of Satisfaction

Total

1=Very

Satisfied 2 3 4
5=Very

Dissatisfied

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Timeliness of loan fun& - EFT processin 196 75.7 35 13.7 18 6.9 1 0.5 8 3.2 259 100.0
Timeliness of loan funds - manual proces 766 39.4 640 32.9 376 19.3 109 5.6 52 2.7 1943 100.0
Workload to counsel borrowers 418 21.2 687 34.8 588 29.8 187 9.5 91 4.6 1972 100.0
Relationship with primary lenders 993 51.0 442 22.7 383 19.7 78 4.0 49 2.5 1945 100.0
Relationship with primary guarantors 1053 53.1 460 23.2 300 15.1 109 5.5 60 3.0 193 100.0
ED's responsiveness to reported problems 311 20.3 411 26.8 412 26.9 226 14.8 172 11.2 1533 100.0
ED's handling of special cases/exception 280 20.6 370 27.3 391 28.9 179 13.2 136 10.0 1356 100.0
Other 16 34.3 0 0 1 2.8 16 34.3 14 28.7 48 100.0
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Table 1.4c

Satisfaction with Aspects of FFEL Program
by Annual Loon Volume

Loan VoLume: $1,000,000 or less

Aspect of Program Level of Satisfaction

Total

1=Veey
Satisfied 2 3 4

5=Verf
Dissatisfied

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Timeliness of loan funds - EFT proceasin 221 70.3 63 20.2 20 6.3 0 0 10 3.2 314 100.0
Timeliness of loan funds - manual proces 1258 39.1 1021 31.7 665 20.7 207 6.5 64 2.0 3215 100.0
Workload to counsel borrowers 651 20.0 988 30.4 1004 30.9 433 13.3 177 5.4 3252 100.0
Relationship with primary tenders 1676 53.0 793 25.1 509 16.1 111 3.5 72 2.3 3161 100.0
Relationship with primary guarantors 1857 57.5 749 23.2 410 12.7 130 4.0 82 2.5 3228 100.0
ED's responsiveness to reported problems 490 19.8 628 25.3 684 27.6 421 17.0 255 10.3 2477 100.0
Eirs handling of special cases/exception 45S 21.3 530 24.9 591 27.8 324 15.2 228 10.7 2126 100.0
Other 39 62.2 9 13.9 0 0 0 0 15 23.9 62 100.0

Table 1.4c

Satisfaction with Aspects of FFEL Program
by Annual Loan Volume

Loan Volume: $1,000,001-$5,000,000

Aspect of Program( Level of Satisfaction

Total

1=Very
Satisfied 2 3 4

5=Very
Dissatisfied

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Timeliness of loan funds - EFT processin 297 74.5 83 20.9 12 3.1 1 0.3 4 1.1 399 100.0
Timeliness of loan funds - manual proces 388 24.3 619 38.9 420 26.4 121 7.6 44 2.8 1592 100.0
Workload to counsel borrowers 171 10.7 538 33.6 528 33.0 269 16.8 93 5.8 1600 100.0
Relationship with primary lenders 849 52.9 493 30.7 212 13.2 36 2.3 14 0.9 1604 100.0
Relationship with primary guarantors 887 54.9 474 29.3 168 10.4 57 3.5 29 1.8 1614 100.0
ETV!: responsiveness to reported problems 161 13.5 347 28.9 372 31.0 191 15.9 128 10.7 1198 100.0
ED's handling of special cases/exception 145 14.1 295 28.6 311 30.1 175 16.9 106 10.3 1032 100.0
Other 30 47.71 0 0 1 2.1 18 28.2 14 21.9 62 100.0

1 0
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Table 1.4c

Satisfaction with Aspects of FFEL Program
by Annual Loan Volume

Loan Volume: S5,000,001410,000,000

Aspect of Program Level of Satisfaction

Total
1=Very

Satisfied 2 3 4

5=Very
Dissatisfied

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Timeliness of loan funds - EFT processin 87 66.1 31 23.3 9 6.6 1 1.0 4 3.0 132 100.0

Timeliness ,f loan funds - manual proces 61 18.3 129 38.7 86 25.8 38 11.4 20 5.9 333 100.0

Workload to counsel borrowers 30 8.8 84 25.0 118 35.3 79 23.5 25 7.4 335 100.0

Relationship with primary lenders 189 56.6 100 29.9 30 9.0 15 4.5 0 0 334 100.0

Relationship with primary guarantors 201 59.9 89 26.6 32 9.6 11 3.2 3 0.8 335 100.0

ED's responsiveness to reported problems 18 7.1 67 25.9 92 35.2 55 21.0 28 10.9 261 100.0

ED's handling of special cases/exceptien 22 9.8 65 28.5 72 31.7 38 16.7 30 13.3 227 100.0

Other 4 28.8 0 0 0 0 1 9.1 8 62.1 13 100.0

Table 1.4c

Satisfaction with Aspects of FFEL Program
by Annual Loan Volume

Loan Volume: S10,000,0001420,000,000

Aspect of Program Level of Satisfaction

Total
1=Very

Satisfied 2 3 4

5=Very
Dissatisfied

N Pct. W Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Timeliness of loan funds - EFT processin 60 63.6 22 23.2 6 6.6 2 2.6 4 3.9 94 100.0

Timeliness of loan funds - manual proces 43 22.3 63 32.6 58 30.0 17 8.9 12 6.3 194 100.0

Workload to counsel borrowers 20 10.6 59 30.3 70 36.3 27 14.1 17 8.8 193 100.0

Relationship with primary lenders 115 60.5 47 24.5 17 9.2 9 4.5 3 1.3 191 100.0

Relationship with primary guarantors 118 60.7 51 26.0 17 9.0 5 2.5 4 1.9 194 100.0

ED's responsiveness to reported problems 16 10.7 35 22.7 52 34.3 31 20.2 18 12.1 153 100.0

ED's handling of special cases/exception 14 10.6 32 25.0 43 32.9 30 22.9 11 8.5 130 100.0

other 10 80.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 20.0 12 100.0
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Table 1.4c

Satisfaction with Aspects of FFEL Program
by Annual Loan Volume

Loan Volume: over S20,000,000

Aspect of Program Level of Satisfaction

Total
1=Very

Satisfied 2 3 4
5=Very

Dissatisfied

N Pct. M Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Timeliness of loan funds - EFT processin 49 65.8 15 19.5 9 11.4 2 3.3 0 0 75 100.0

Timeliness of loan funds - manual proces 11 9.4 32 27.2 47 39.6 16 13.4 12 10.4 118 100.0

Workload to counsel borrowers 9 7.4 23 20.0 45 38.9 20 16.9 20 16.8 117 100.0

Relationship with primary lenders 70 58.9 29 24.7 16 13.3 2 2.1 1 1.0 119 100.0

Relationship with primary guarantors 68 58.1 27 23.0 17 14.7 5 4.2 0 0 117 100.0

ED's responsiveness to reported prObleas 5 4.9 17 17.2 36 36.6 18 18.4 23 23.0 100 100.0

ED's handling of special cases/exception 5 6.0 17 20.9 27 32.4 25 30.0 9 10.6 82 100.0

Other 7 66.6 1 11.3 1 10.9 1 11.3 0 0 11 100.0

1Gb
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Table 1.4d

Satisfaction with Aspects of FFEL Program
by Structure of Financial Aid Office

Structure of Financial Aid Office: 1 campus, 1 office

Aspect of Program Level of Satisfaction

Total
1=Very

Satisfied 2 3 4

5=Vey
Dissatisfied

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Timeliness of loan funds - EFT processin 472 70.0 154 22.8 29 4.3 2 0.3 17 2.5 675 100.0
Timeliness of loan funds - manual proces 1182 33.0 1281 35.7 769 21.4 246 6.9 107 3.0 3585 100.0

Workload to counsel borrowers 556 15.4 1127 31.1 1159 32.0 578 16.0 200 5.5 3620 100.0
Relationship with primary lenders 1894 53.2 1007 28.3 477 13.4 115 3.2 68 1.9 3560 100.0

Relationship with primary guarantors 2076 57.4 898 24.8 391 10.8 156 4.3 95 2.6 365 100.0
ED's responsiveness to reported problem 438 16.0 727 26.6 817 29.9 450 16.4 305 11.1 2738 100.0

ED's handling of special cases/exception 385 16.9 617 27.1 647 28.4 378 16.6 251 11.0 2278 100.0
Other 57 60.3 3 3.0 0 0 12 12.6 23 24.1 95 100.0

Table 1.4d

Satisfaction with Aspects of FFEL Program
by Structure of Financial Aid Office

Structure of Financial Aid Office: Seperate offices

Aspect of Program Level of Satisfaction

Total

1=Very
Satisfied 2 3 4

5=Very
Dissatisfied

N Pct. N Pct. M Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Timeliness of loan funds - EFT processin 85 73.3 23 20.2 1 1.0 4 3.3 3 2.2 116 100.0
Timeliness of loan funds - manua proces 226 33.3 205 30.2 179 26.3 46 6.8 23 3.3 680 100.0
Workload to counsel borrowers 170 24.9 196 28.6 211 30.8 71 10.4 37 5.3 685 100.0
Relationship with primary lenders 388 57.3 167 24.7 90 13.3 24 3.6 8 1.2 677 100.0
Relationship with primary guarantors 404 58.8 176 25.6 66 9.6 30 4.3 11 1.6 687 100.0
ED's responsiveness to reported problems 117 22.8 164 31.7 124 24.0 60 11.5 52 10.0 516 100.0
ED's handling of special cases/exception 117 23.9 148 30.2 126 25.7 58 11.9 41 8.4 490 100.0
Other 25 51.4 3 6.0 0 0 8 17.1 12 25.5 48 100.0
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Table 1.4d

Satisfaction with Aspects of FFEL Program
by Structure of Financial Aid Office

Structure of Financial Aid Office: Mult. campus, 1 office

Aspect of Program Level of Satisfaction

Total
1=Very

Satisfied 2 3 4

5=Very
Dissatisfied

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Timeliness of loan funds - EFT processin 134 74.0 25 13.7 19 10.2 1 0.7 2 1.4 181 100.0

Timeliness of loan furds - manual proces 297 30.6 304 31.2 250 25.7 102 10.5 19 2.0 973 100.0

Workload to counsel borrowers 125 12.8 312 31.9 319 32.6 141 14.4 82 8.3 979 100.0

Relationship with primary lenders 499 52.1 258 26.9 157 16.3 32 3.3 13 1.4 959 100.0

Relationship with primary guarantors 554 56.9 263 27.0 126 12.9 21 2.1 10 1.0 973 100.0

ED's responsiveness to reported problems 125 16.1 158 20.2 244 31.2 173 22.2 80 10.3 780 100.0

ED's handling of special cases/exception 127 17.9 132 18.6 219 30.9 147 20.8 83 11.7 707 100.0

Other 6 40.4 4 25.8 1 7.6 0 0 4 26.2 16 100.0

Table 1.4d

Satisfaction with Aspects of FFEL Program
by Structure of Financial Aid Office

structure of Financial Aid Office: Other

Aspect of Program Level of Satisfaction

Total
1=Very

Satisfied 2 3 4
5=Very

Dissatisfied

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Timeliness of loan funds - EFT processin 18 55.2 9 28.4 5 16.4 0 0 0 0 33 100.0

Timeliness of loan fundt - manual proces 35 19.7 69 38.6 68 38.2 4 2.1 3 1.4 1'9 100.0

Workload to counsel borrowers 29 16.1 52 29.2 66 37.3 19 10.5 12 6.8 11 100.0

Relationship with primary lenders 92 52.3 24 13.6 57 32.6 3 1.5 0 0 176 100.0

Relationship with primary guarantors 70 39.8 46 26.0 57 32.7 1 0.8 1 0.8 175 100.0

ED's responsiveness to reported problems 9 7.8 43 35.4 43 35.4 13 10.9 13 10.5 120 100.0

ED's handling of special cases/exception 10 9.8 38 35.9 46 43.3 5 4.9 6 6.0 106 100.0

Other 1 48.3 0 0 1 51.7 0 0 0 0 3 100.0
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Table 1.4e

Satisfaction with Aswects of FFEL Program
by Current Use of EFT

Current Use of EFT: Yes

Aspect of Program Level of Satisfaction

Total

i

1=Very
Satisfied 2 3 4

5sVery
Dissatisfied

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Timeliness of loan funds - EFT processin 635 71.6 las 20.9 44 4.9 7 0.8 15 1.7 887 100.0

Timeliness of loan funds - manual peaces leo 19.4 296 31.9 291 31.3 117 12.6 45 4.8 929 10C.0

Workload to counsel borrowers 116 12.1) 278 29.0 342 35.7 161 16.8 61 6.4 958 100.0

Relationship with primary lenders 545 57.8 241 25.5 122 13.0 28 2.9 7 0.8 944 100.0

Relationship with primary guarantors 602 63.1 232 24.3 99 10.4 16 1.7 5 0.6 953 100.0

ED's responsiveness to reported problems 104 14.2 180 24.5 237 32.2 133 18.1 81 11.0 735 100.0

ED's handling of special cases/exception 96 15.0 156 24.4 196 30.6 128 20.0 64 10.0 640 100.0

Other 31 66.7 1 2.7 1 2.6 4 7.9 9 20.1 47 100.0

Table 1.4e

Satisfaction with Aspects of FFEL Program
by Current Use of EFT

Current Use of EFT: No

Aspect of Program Level of Satisfaction

Total
1=Very

Satisfied 2 3 4

5=Very
Dissatisfied

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. M Pct.

Timeliness of loan funds - EFT processin 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Timeliness of loan funds - manual proces 1560 34.8 1562 34.8 971 21.7 283 6.3 107 2.4 4483 100.0

Workload to counsel borrowers 764 17.0 1402 31.2 1424 31.6 639 14.2 270 6.0 4499 100.0

Relationship with primary lenders 2327 52.6 1212 27.4 655 14.8 146 3.3 82 1.9 4422 100.0

Relationship with primary guarantors 2494 55.5 1155 25.7 544 12.1 192 4.3 112 2.5 4496 100.0

ED's responsiveness to reported probless 582 17.0 914 26.7 992 29.0 565 16.5 371 10.8 3424 100.0

ED': handling of special cases/exception 544 18.4 782 26.5 843 28.6 460 15.6 319 10.8 2948 100.0

Other 57 50.4 9 7.6 1 1.2 16 14.4 30 26.3 113 100.0



Table 1.4f

Satisfaction with Aspects of FFEL Program
by Current Use of EDExpress Software

Current Use of EDEwess Software: Yes

Aspect of Program Level of Satisfaction

Total
1=Very

Satisfied 2 3 4

5=Very
Dissatisfied

N Pct. N Pct. M Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Timeliness of loan funds - EFT processin 332 69.7 96 20.2 40 8.4 2 0.5 6 1.2 476 100.0

Timeliness of loan funds - avenue proces 575 27.5 715 34.3 499 23.0 213 10.2 85 4.1 2087 100.0

Workload to counsel borrowers 317 14.9 648 30.5 665 31.3 356 16.7 140 6.6 2126 100.0

Relationship with primmry lenders 1147 54.6 559 26.6 308 14.) 56 2.6 32 1.5 2101 100.0

Relationship with primary guarantors 1226 57.6 507 23.8 290 13.6 69 3.2 35 1.6 2128 100.0

ED,s responsiveness to reported problems 261 16.0 412 25.3 483 29.6 327 20.1 146 8.9 1629 100.0

ED's handling of special cases/exception 237 16.3 362 24.8 418 28.6 304 20.8 137 9.4 1459 100.0

Other 17 31.7 0 0 0 0 18 32.7 19 35.5 54 100.0

Table 1.4f

Satisfaction with Aspects of FFEL Program
by Current Use of EDExpress Software

Current Use of EDExpress Software: No

Aspect of Program Levet of Satisfaction

Total
12Very

Satisfied 2 3 4

5=Very
Dissatisfied

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Timeliness of loan funds - EFT processin 307 72.1 94 22.1 8 1.9 3 0.6 14 3.3 425 100.0

cim-liness of loan funds - manual proces 1079 36.8 968 33.0 660 23.2 155 5.3 50 1.7 2932 100.0

Workload to counsel borrowers 519 17.7 918 31.2 947 32.2 380 12.9 175 5.9 2933 100.0

Relatiomship with primary lenders 1503 52.3 772 26.8 444 15.4 107 3.7 50 1.7 2876 100.0

Relationship with primary guarantors 1658 56.5 773 26.3 314 10.7 118 4.0 72 2.5 2936 100.0

ED's responsiveness to reported problems 407 17.9 612 27.0 675 29.8 300 13.2 272 12.0 2265 100.0

ED's handling of special cases/exception 383 19.7 512 26.3 568 29.3 248 12.7 232 11.9 1943 100.0

Other 4 14.2 10 34.3 3 8.8 1 4.6 11 38.0 29 100.0
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Table 1.4g

Satisfaction with Aspects of FFEL Program
by Type of Computer System

Type of Computer System: Mainframe only

Aspect of Program Level of Satisfaction

Total
1=Very

Satisfied 2 3 4

5=Very
Dissatisfied

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Timeliness of loan funds - EFT processin 50 65.2 1B 23.7 6 7.8 2 3.2 0 0 77 100.0

Timeliness of loan funds manual proces 90 29.3 90 29.4 91 29.6 22 7.2 13 4.4 306 100.0

Workload to counsel borrowers 31 10.3 89 29.2 111 36.6 49 16.0 24 7.9 303 100.0

Relationship with primary lenders 186 62.0 79 26.2 26 8.6 8 2.8 1 0.4 299 100.0

Relationship with primary guarantors 196 63.9 66 21.4 32 10.4 7 2.4 6 1.9 306 100.0

ED's responsiveness to reported problems 26 11.0 79 33.7 66 28.1 37 15.8 27 11.4 235 100.0

ED's handling of special cases/exception 27 12.9 69 32.8 59 27.9 45 21.3 11 5.2 211 100.0

Other 2 25.1 3 31.0 1 13.0 0 0 3 31.0 9 100.0

Table 1.4g

Satisfaction with Aspects of FFEL Program
by Type of Computer System

Type of Computer System: Both mainframe and PC

Aspect of Program Level of Satisfaction

Total
1=Very

Satisfied 2 3 4
5=Very

Dissatisfied

* Pct. * Pct. N Pct. N Pct. M Pct. N Pct.

Timeliness of loan funds - EFT processin 335 65.5 120 23.6 32 6.3 5 1.0 19 3.7 511 100.0

Timeliness of loan funds - manual proces 507 24.7 760 37.1 506 24.7 208 10.1 67 3.3 2047 100.0

Workload to counsel borrowers 242 11.6 634 30.3 646 30.9 433 20.7 134 6.4 2090 100.0

Relationship with primary lenders 1146 55.4 631 30.5 212 10.3 65 3.1 15 0.7 2069 100.0

Relationship with primary guarantors 1204 57.9 574 27.6 na 10.0 69 3.3 24 1.1 2080 100.0

ED's rtbponsiveness to repotted problems 242 15.2 384 24.1 500 31.5 322 20.2 142 8.9 1590 100.0

ED's handling of special cases/exception 211 15.9 323 24.2 413 31.0 255 19.1 130 9.7 1332 100.0

Other 53 73.1 4 5.7 0 0 4 4.9 12 16.3 73 100.0
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Table 1.49

Satisfaction with Aspects of FFEL Program
by Type of Computer System

Type of Computer System: PC only

Aspect of Program Level of Satisfaction

Total

1=Very
Satisfied 2 3 4

5=Very
Dissatisfied

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Timeliness of loan funds - EFT processin 215 76.7 46 16.3 16 5.8 0 0 3 1.1 280 100.0

Timeliness of loan funds - manual proces 625 37.0 576 34.2 343 20.4 100 5.9 43 2.5 1687 100.0

Workload to counsel borrowers 294 17.3 567 33.4 573 33.8 183 10.8 79 4.6 1695 100.0

Relationship with primary lenders 859 51.9 418 25.3 287 17.3 54 3.3 36 2.2 1655 100.0

Relationship with primary guarantors 973 57.5 377 22.3 215 12.7 71 4.2 56 3.3 1692 100.0

ED's responsiveness to reported problems 170 13.4 367 29.0 364 28.7 245 19.3 121 9.6 1266 100.0

ED'S handling of special cases/exception 177 16.4 282 26.0 325 30.0 182 16.8 117 10.8 1084 100.0

Other 26 43.3 0 0 0 0 16 27.0 18 29.7 61 100.0

Table 1.4g

Satisfaction with Aspects of FFEL Program
by Type of Computer System

Type of Computer System: Contracted servicer

Aspect of Program Level of Satisfaction

Total

1=Very
Satisfied 2 3 4

5=Very
Dissatisfied

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Timeliness of loan funds - EFT processin 52 79.9 12 18.1 1 2.1 0 0 0 0 65 100.0
Timeliness of loan funds - manual proces 194 32.9 189 32.1 163 27.7 22 3.8 21 3.5 590 100.0
Workload to counsel borrowers 117 19.4 162 26.9 204 33.9 91 15.2 28 4.6 602 100.0
Relationship with primary lenders 272 45.1 167 27.7 115 19.0 25 4.2 23 .g.9 602 100.0
Relationship with primary guarantors 270 44.3 191 31.3 81 13.2 45 7.3 23 3.b !;09 100.0
ED's responsiveness to reported problems 101 20.8 104 21.5 144 29.7 60 12.3 76 15.7 485 100.0
ED's handling of special cases/exception 81 19.1 117 27.4 135 31.7 57 13.4 36 8.5 427 100.0
Other 0 0 3 68.3 i 31.7 0 0 0 0 4 100.0
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Table 1.4g

Satisfaction with Aspects of FFEL Program
by Type of Computer System

Type of Computer System: Alt manual processing

Aspect of Program Level of Satisfaction

Total
1=Very

Satisfied 2 3 4

5=Very
Dissatisfied

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Timetfness of loan funds - EFT processin 36 71.6 14 28.4 0 0 0 0 0 0 50 100.0

Timeliness of loan funds - manual proces 258 47.5 161 29.6 96 17.6 24 4.5 4 0.8 544 100.0

Workload to counsel borrowers 155 28.8 167 31.1 135 25.1 47 8.7 33 6.2 537 100.0

Relationship with primary lenders 289 57.0 115 22.6 92 18.1 10 1.9 2 0.4 508 100.0

Relationship with primary guarantors 321 61.0 128 24.3 66 12.6 9 1.8 1 0.3 525 100.0

ED's responsiveness to reported problems 118 28.5 116 27.9 101 24.5 38 9.2 41 10.0 414 100.0

EDos handling of special cases/exception 106 28.6 109 29.5 65 17.7 35 9.5 54 14.6 369 100.0

Other 2
1

50.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 5U.0 4 100.0

Table 1.49

Satisfaction with Aspects of FFEL Program
by Type of Computer System

Type of Computer System: Other

Aspect of Program Level of Satisfaction

Total
1=Very

Satisfied 2 3 4
5=Very

Dissatisfied

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Timetineii of loan funds - EFT processin 21 85.7 4 14.3 0 0 0 0 0 0 25 100.0

Timetinees of loan funds - manual proces 74 30.4 80 32.8 70 28.4 17 6.8 4 1.6 245 100.0

Workload to counsel borrowers 41 16.7 59 24.2 93 37.9 24 9.9 28 11.3 245 100.0

Relationship with primary lenders 130 53.6 42 17.3 48 19.9 11 4.4 11 4.7 242 100.0

Relationship with primary guarantors 137 56.6 52 21.4 39 16.3 7 2.8 7 2.9 242 100.0

ED's responsiveness to reported problems 27 15.4 44 24.9 52 29.3 12 6.6 42. 23.8 178 100.0

ED's handling of special cases/exception 30 19.0 39 25.1 37 23.7 14 8.9 36 23.3 156 100.0

Other 4 49.4 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 50.6 8 100.0
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Table I.4h

Satisfaction with Aspects of FFEL Program
by Number of Lenders

Number of Landers: 1 - 2

Aspect of Program Level of Satisfaction

Total
1=Very

Satisfied 2 3 4

5=Very
Dissatisfied

M Pct. M Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Timeliness of loan funds - EFT processin 98 74.9 26 19.8 7 5.3 0 0 0 0 131 100.0

Timeliness of loan funds - manual proces 537 40.3 449 33.7 64 ma 64 4.8 42 3.2 1332 100 C

Workload to counsel borrowers 317 23.4 443 32.7 367 27.1 153 11.3 To 5.6 1356 100.0

Relationship with primary lenders 793 58.3 290 21.3 193 14.2 36 2.6 48 3.6 1359 100.0

Relationship with primsry guarantors 722 53.3 321 23.7 173 12.8 86 6.4 52 3.8 1354 100.0

ED's responsiveness to reported problems 256 24.6 300 28.8 261 25.0 111 10.7 115 11.0 1043 100.0

ED's handling of special cases/exception 222 23.7 257 27.4 258 27.6 102 10.8 98 10.5 936 100.0

Other 13 29.31 6 13.1 0 0 16 37.0 9 20.6 44 100.0

Table 1.4h

Satisfaction with Aspects of FFEL Program
by Number of Lenders

Number of Lenders: 3 - 5

Aspect of Program Level of Satisfaction

Total

1=Very
Satisfied 2 3 4

5=Very
Dissatisfied

M Pct. M Pct. N Pct. K Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Timeliness of loan funds - EFT processin 230 77.4 46 15.6 10 3.1 0 0 11 3.7 296 100.0
Timeliness of loan funds - manual proces 608 36.7 534 32.2 387 23.4 97 5.9 30 1.8 1656 100.0
workload to counsel borrowers 306 18.4 530 31.6 540 32.4 209 12.6 80 4.8 1664 100.0
Relationship with primary lenders 917 55.4 470 28.4 194 11.7 63 3.8 13 0.8 1656 100.0
Relationship with primary guarantors 1002 60.2 416 25.0 185 11.1 35 2.1 26 1.6 1664 100.0
ED's responsiveness to reported problems 222 18.3 323 26.7 378 31.2 183 15.1 106 8.7 1211 100.0
ED's handling of special cases/exception 211 19.8 304 28.6 280 26.3 170 16.0 99 9.3 1064 100.0
Other 23 60.0 3 7.5 0 0 2 6.4 10 26.0 38 100.0
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Table 1.4h

Satisfaction with Aspects of FFEL Program
by Number of Lenders

Number of Leff!ers: 6 - 10

Aspect of Program Level of Satisfaction

Total
1=Very

Satisfied 2 3 4
5=Very

Dissatisfied

M Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Timeliness of loan funds - EFT processin 167 69.4 57 23.8 10 4.0 1 0.5 6 2.4 240 100.0

Timeliness of loan fundt - manual proces 350 27.6 442 34.9 345 27.3 102 8.1 26 2.1 1266 100.0

Workload to counsel borrowers 162 12.7 350 27.5 460 36.1 211 16.6 91 7.1 1274 100.0

Relationship with primary lenders 653 53.4 361 29.5 165 13.5 38 3.1 6 0.5 1223 100.0

Relationship with primary guarantors 755 59.6 355 28.0 105 8.3 36 2-.9 16 1.3 1207 100.0

ED's responsiveness to reported problems 122 12.2 240 23.9 336 33.6 194 19.4 109 10.9 1001 100.0

ED's handling of special cases/exception 107 13.1 179 21.9 285 34.9 157 19.1 89 10.9 817 100.0

Other 26 79.9 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 20.1 32 100.0

Table 1.4h

Satisfaction with Aspects of FFEL Program
by Number of Lenders

Number of Lenders: 11 - 20

Aspect of Program Level of Satisfaction

Total
1=Very

Satisfied 2 3 4

5=Very
Dissatisfied

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Timeliness of loan funds - EFT processin 86 68.7 30 24.2 5, 4.0 4 3.1 0 0 125 100.0

Timeliness of loan funds - manual proces 137 28.2 167 34.4 126 26.0 38 7.7 18 3.7 487 100.0

Workload to counsel borrowers 44 9.1 173 35.5 138 28.3 105 21.5 28 5.7 488 100.0

Relationship with primary lenders 249 53.2 125 26.6 69 14.8 10 2.2 15 3.2 468 100.0

Relationship with primary guarantors 295 60.2 117 23.9 52 10.6 12 2.5 14 2.8 491 100.0

ED's responsiveness to reported problem.; 38 10.5 76 20.8 100 27.2 83 22.8 69 18.8 367 100.0

ED's handling of special cases/exception 48 15.5 55 17.6 90 29.0 58 18.6 60 19.3 311 100.0

Other 8 59.5 0 0 1 9.6 0 0 6 30.9 14 100.0



Table 1.4h

Satisfaction with Aspects of FFEL Program
by Number of Lenders

Number of !enders: Over 20

Aspect of Program Levet of Satisfaction

Total

1=Very
Satisfied 2 3 4

5=Very
Dissatisfied

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Timeliness of loan funds - EFT processin 132 62.1 48 22.6 25 11.5 2 1.1 6 2.6 213 100.0

Timeliness of loan funds - manual proces 104 15.4 266 39.7 166 24.7 99 14.8 36 5.4 671 100.0

Workload to counsel borrowers 48 7.2 185 27.5 252 37.3 132 19.6 57 8.4 674 100.0
Relationship with primary lenders 260 39.3 209 31.6 159 24.0 26 4.0 7 1.1 661 100.0

Relationship with primary guarantors 330 49.1 174 25.9 127 18.9 31 4.7 10 1.4 671 100.0
ED's responsiveness to reported problems 49 9.2 148 27.8 157 29.6 123 23.1 55 10.3 531 100.0

ED's handling of special cases/exception 48 10.6 137 30.3 125 27.5 105 23.2 39 8.5 454 100.0
Other 17 55.8 1 4.2 1 4.1 1 4.2 9 31.7 30 100.0
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Table 1.41

Satisfaction with Aspects of FFEL Program
by Number of Gusrantee Agencies

Number of GAs: 1

Aspect of Program Level of Satisfaction

Total
1=Very

Satisfied 2 3 4

5=Very
Dissatisfied

N Pct. M Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Timeliness of loan funds - EFT processin 203 71.2 57 20.0 16 5.5 0 0 9 3.3 286 100.0

Timeliness of loan fun& - manual proces 819 36.9 806 36.3 460 20.7 74 3.3 62 2.8 2222 100.0

Workload to counsel borrowers 478 21.2 720 31.9 645 28.6 297 13.2 117 5.2 2257 100.0

Relationship with primary lenders 1240 56.4 518 23.5 317 14.4 62 2.8 62 2.8 2199 100.0

Relationship with primary guarantors 1332 59.0 530 23.5 233 10.3 109 4.8 54 2.4 2258 100.0

ED's responsiveness to reported problems 326 19.2 480 28.2 481 28.3 229 13.5 183 10.8 1698 100.0

ED's handling of special cases/exception 295 20.0 387 26.2 441 29.9 196 13.3 155 10.5 1474 100.0

Other 20 36.5 3 5.3 1 2.5 11 19.7 20 36.1 54 100.0

Table 1.41

Satisfaction with Aspects of FFEL Program
by NuMber of Guarantee Agencies

Number of GAs: 2-3

Aspect of Program Level of Satisfaction

Total
1=Very

Satisfied 2 3 4

5=Very
Dissatisfied

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Timeliness of loan fun& - EFT processin 290 73.0 79 19.3 24 5.8 5 1.2 3 0.6 40' 100.0

Timeliness of loan funds - manual proces 716 32.6 681 31.1 539 24.6 217 9.9 39 1.8 2192 100.0
Workload to counsel borrowers 296 13.5 660 30.1 802 36.6 304 13.9 132 6.0 2194 100.0

Relationship with primary lenders 1152 53.3 605 mo 307 14.2 77 3.6 20 0.9 2161 100.0
Relationship with primary guarantors 1265 57.8 564 25.8 247 11.3 62 2.8 51 2.3 2189 100.0

ED's responsiveness to reported problems 291 17.4 394 23.6 498 29.8 326 19.5 162 9.7 1672 100.0

ED's handling of special cases/exception 261 18.0 378 26.1 378 26.0 279 19.3 154 10.6 1450 100.0

Other 46 62.3 6 7.8 0 0 8 11.0 14 18.9 74 100.0
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Teble 1.41

Satisfaction with Aspects of FFEL Program
by Number of Guarantee Agencies

Number of GAs: 4-5

Aspect of Program Level of Satisfaction

Total

1=Very
Satisfied 2 3 4

5=Very
Dissatisfied

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Timeliness of loan funds - EFT processin 105 73.7 27 18.7 4 2.8 0 0 7 4.9 143 100.0
Timeliness of loan fun& - manual proces 135 26.6 164 32.3 148 29.1 40 7.9 21 4.1 508 100.0
Workload to counsel borrowers 72 14.0 139 27.1 162 31.5 100 19.5 40 7.9 513 100.0
Relationship with primary lenders 255 49.6 179 34.9 60 11.6 17 3.3 3 0.6 514 100.0
Relationship with primary guarantors 263 51.2 169 32.9 57 11.2 18 3.5 6 1.1 512 100.0
ED's responsiveness to reported problems 39 9.9 109 27.6 128 32.6 70 17.8 47 12.0 394 100.0
ED's handling of snecial cases/exception 51 15.2 67 20.1 118 35.6 52 15.5 45 13.5 332 100.0
Other 11 89.9 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 10.1 12 100.0

Tobie 1.41

Satisfaction with Aspects of FFEL Program
by Number of Guarantee Agencies

Number of GAs: Over 5

Aspect of Program Level of Satisfaction

Total

1=Very
Satisfied 2 3 4

5=Very
Dissatisfied

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Timeliness of loan funds - EFT processin 108 62.8 46 26.9 12 7.1 2 1.4 3 1.8 172 100.0
Timeliness of loan funds - manual proces 57 11.7 206 42.2 125 25.7 69 14.1 30 6.2 488 100.0
Workload to counsel borrowers 24 4.9 164 33.4 155 31.6 105 21.5 42 8.5 490 100.0
Relationship with primary lenders 217 43.9 157 31.8 99 20.1 17 3.4 4 0.9 494 100.0
Relationship with primary guarantors 249 50.6 114 23.1 104 21.2 18 3.7 7 1.4 492 100.0
ED's responsiveness to reported problems 30 7.9 106 27.9 115 30.1 70 18.5 60 15.7 382 100.0
ED's handling of special cases/exception 31 9.8 103 32.0 94 29.2 63 19.6 30 9.4 322 100.0
Other 13 60.7 1 6.1 1 5.9 1 6.1 4 21.3 21 100.0
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Table 1.4j

Satisfaction with Aspects of FFEL Program
by Decision Regarding Application for Direct Loan Program

Decision on Direct Loan Program: Year 2 Participant

Aspect of Program Level of Satisfaction

Total
1=Very

Satisfied 2 3 4

5=Very
Dissatisfied

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Timeliness of loan fundt - EFT processin 134 55.2 67 27.4 29 12.0 2 1.0 11 4.4 243 100.0

Timeliness of loan funds - manual preces 368 28.7 343 26.7 338 26.4 164 12.8 69 5.4 1282 100.0

Workload to counsel borrowers 203 15.5 392 30.0 455 34.8 165 12.6 92 7.0 1305 100.0

Relationship with primary lenders 590 46.4 336 26.4 240 18.9 89 7.0 17 1.3 1271 100.0

Relationship with primary guarantors 579 45.1 351 27.3 250 19.5 80 6.3 22 1.7 1282 100.0

ED's responsiveness to reported problems 210 21.2 284 28.7 288 29.0 144 14.6 65 6.5 991 100.0

ED's handLing of special cases/exception 176 19.5 273 30.3 270 29.9 131 14.5 53 5.9 902 100.0

Other 40 63.7 0 0 3 4.0 10 15.2 11 17.1 63 100.0

Table 1.4j

Satisfaction with Aspects of FFEL Prcgram
by Decision Regarding Application for Direct Loan Program

Decision on Direct Loan Program: Pending for Year 3

Aspect of Program Level of Satisfaction

Total
1=Very

Satisfied 2 3 4
5=Very

Dissatisfied

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Timeliness of loan funds EFT processin 60 69.3 16 18.3 8 9.4 1 1.6 1 1.5 86 100.0
Timeliness of loan funds - manual proces 103 29.5 109 31.4 92 26.3 38 10.9 7 1.9 349 100.0
Workload to counsel borrowers 47 13.6 82 23.7 135 39.0 54 15.6 28 8.1 346 100.0
Relationship with primary tenders 148 42.4 102 29.4 66 18.8 18 5.0 15 4.3 348 100.0
Relationship with primary guarantors 156 44.9 110 31.5 39 11.3 18 5.1 26 7.3 349 100.0
ED's responsiveness to reported problems 45 16.7 49 18.1 68 25.0 46 16.9 63 23.2 270 100.0
ED's handling of special cases/exception 38 15.8 46 19.3 61 25.6 43 18.2 50 21.0 239 100.0
Other 3 47.9 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 52.1 6 100.0
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Table 1.41

Satisfaction with Aspects of FFEL Program
by Decision Regarding Application for Direct Loan Program

Decision on Direct Loan Program: Will Apply for Year 3

Aspect of Program Level of Satisfaction

Total

1=Very
Satisfied 2 3 4

5=Very
Dissatisfied

N Pct. N Pct. W Pct. N Pct. M Pct. N Pct.

Timeliness of loan funds - EFT processin 24 69.0 8 24.4 2 6.6 0 0 0 0 34 100.0
Timeliness of loan fundS - manual proces 88 28.6 136 44.5 52 17.1 25 8.2 5 1.6 307 100.0

Workload to counsel borrowers 29 9.2 126 39.9 102 32.3 52 16.5 7 2.1 316 100.0
Relationship with primary lenders 125 39.6 67 21.1 97 30.6 14 4.4 14 4.4 317 100.0

Relationship with primary guarantors 142 44.6 85 26.8 76 23.8 13 3.9 3 0.9 318 100.0
ED's responsiveness to reported problems 40 14.5 103 37.4 79 28.7 28 10.3 25 9.2 277 100.0

Eres handling of special cases/exception 32 11.7 93 34.1 77 28.2 39 14.2 32 11.8 274 100.0
Other 1 100.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 100.0

Table 1.4j

Satisfaction with Aspects of FFEL Program
by Decision Regarding Application for Direct Loan Program

Decision on Direct Loan Program: Application Rejected

Aspect of Progfam Level of Satisfaction

Total

1=Very
Satisfied 2 3 4

5=Very
Dissatisfied

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Timeliness of loan funds - EFT processin 1 100.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 100.0
Timeliness of loan funds - manual proces 67 55.0 23 19.4 21 17.7 3 2.2 7 5.7 121 100.0
Workload to counsel borrowers 32 26.2 27 22.7 35 29.3 26 21.8 0 0 121 100.0
Relationship with primary lenders 70 58.3 'I 14.7 30 24.7 0 0 3 2.4 121 100.0
Relationship with primary guarantors 73 60.6 14 11.2 10 8.6 14 11.4 10 8.1 121 100.0
ED's responsiveness to reported problems 8 10.2 35 43.6 8 10.2 4 5.2 25 30.8 81 100.0
ED's handling of special cases/exception 22 28.8 13 17.2 16 21.5 14 18.0 11 14.5 77 100.0
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 100.0 7 100.0
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Table 1.4j

Satisfaction with Aspects of FFEL Program
by Decision Regarding Application for Direct Loan Program

Decision on Direct Loan Program: No

Aspect of Program Level of Satisfaction

Total
laVery

Satisfied 2 3 4

5=Very
Dissatisfied

M Pct. M Pct. N Pct. 8 Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Timeliness of loan fun& - EFT processin 394 76.1 98 18.9 15 2.8 1 0.2 10 2.0 518 100.0

Timeliness of loan funds - manual proces 994 35.3 1050 37.2 597 21.2 134 4.8 44 1.6 2819 100.0

Workload to counsel borrowers 497 17.6 868 30.7 857 30.3 447 15.8 157 5.6 2826 100.0

Relationship with primary lenders 1665 60.4 733 26.6 287 10.4 46 1.7 26 1.0 2757 100.0

Relationship with primmry guarantors 1856 65.7 634 22.4 225 8.0 69 2.4 40 1.4 2824 100.0

ED's responsiveness to reported problems 329 15.5 511 24.0 616 29.0 434 20.4 236 11.1 2126 100.0

ED,: handling of special cases/exception 312 18.0 415 23.9 495 28.5 297 17.1 218 12.5 1738 100.0

Other 28 50.2 6 10.5 0 0 9 17.0 12 22.3 55 100.0

Table 1.4j

Satisfaction with Aspects of FFEL Program
by Decision Regarding Application for Direct Loan Program

Decision on Direct Loan Program: Other

Aspect of Program Level of Satisfaction

Total
1=Very

Satisfied 2 3 4

5=Very
Dissatisfied

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. 8 Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Timeliness of loan funds - EFT processin 70 71.5 24 24.5 1 1.5 2 2.5 0 0 99 100.0

Timeliness of loan funds - minuet proces 108 22.4 176 36.6 148 30.6 31 6.4 19 4.0 482 100.0

Workload to counsel borrowers 39 7.9 168 34.2 166 33.9 75 15.2 44 8.9 490 100.0

Relationship with primary lenders 227 46.5 182 37.3 60 12.3 7 1.4 12 2.5 489 100.0

Relationship with primary guarantors 251 51.0 179 36.3 36 7.2 13 2.6 14 2.9 493 100.0

ED's responsiveness to reported problems 35 9.4 92 24.9 156 42.4 51 14.0 34 9.2 368 100.0

ED's handling of special cases/exception 29 9.8 85 28.7 111 37.4 58 19.6 13 4.4 297 100.0

Other la 77.0 4 18.1 o o 1 4.9 0 0 23 100.0
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Table 1.4k

Satisfaction with Aspects of FFEL Program
by Current FFEL Satisfaction Level

Current Satisfaction: 1=Very Satisfied

Aspect of Program Level of Satisfaction

Total
1=Very

Satisfied 2 3 4

5=Very
Dissatisfied

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Timeliness of loan funds - EFT processin 277 92.9 20 6.7 0 0 0 0 1 0.4 299 100.0

Timeliness of loan funds - manual proces 919 64.1 359 25.0 129 9.0 12 0.8 15 1.1 1433 100.0

Workload to counsel borrowers 521 36.0 487 33.7 287 19.8 109 7.5 43 3.0 1447 100.0

Relationship with primary lenders 1238 86.8 151 10.6 23 1.6 8 0.6 7 0.5 1427 100.0

Relationship with primary guarantors 1253 87.0 122 8.5 56 3.9 4 0.3 5 0.3 1440 100.0

ED's responsiveness to reported problems 376 34.9 312 28.9 177 16.4 139 12.9 75 7.0 1080 100.0

ED,s handling of special cases/exception 358 38.7 242 26.1 178 19.2 80 8.7 68 7.3 925 100.0

Other 26 51.3 9 17.4 0 0 11 21.1 5 10.1 50 100.0

Table 1.4k

Satisfaction with Aspects of FFEL Program
by Current FFEL Satisfaction Level

Current Satisfaction: 2

Aspect of Program Level of Satisfaction

Total
1=Very

Satisfied 2 3 4

5=Very
Dissatisfied

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. M Pct. N Pct.

Timeliness of loan funds - EFT processin 291 65.6 121 27.2 19 4.2 1 0.3 12 2.7 443 100.0

Timeliness of loan funds - manual proces 603 27.4 997 45.2 455 20.7 139 6.3 9 0.4 2204 100.0

Workload to counsel borrowers 265 11.9 845 37.9 726 32.6 299 13.4 94 4.2 2229 100.0

Relationship with primary lenders 1213 54.7 714 32.2 228 10.3 53 2.4 7 0.3 2216 100.0

Relationship with primary guarantors 1301 58.1 698 31.2 166 7.4 53 2.4 20 0.9 2239 100.0

ED's responsiveness to reported problems 218 12.8 516 30.3 583 34.3 260 15.3 125 7.3 1702 100.0

ED's handling of special cases/exception 227 15.7 455 31.4 442 30.5 224 15.5 102 7.0 1451 100.0

Other 29 62.2 1 2.7 0 0 1 2.9 15 32.2 46 100.0
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Table 1.4k

Satisfaction with Aspects of FFEL Program
by Current FFEL Satisfaction Level

Current Satisfaction: 3

Aspect of Program Levet of Satisfaction

Total
1=Very

Satisfied 2 3 4

5=Very
Dissatisfied

M Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Timeliness of loan funds - EFT processin 119 59.6 46 23.0 25 12.3 4 1.9 6 3.2 200 100.0

Timeliness of loan funds - manual proces 175 13.7 402 31.6 520 40.9 142 11.2 32 2.5 1270 100.0

Workload to counsel borrowers 60 4.7 286 22.5 570 44.9 284 22.4 70 5.5 1271 100.0

Relationship with primmry lenders 318 25.7 450 36.4 370 30.0 58 4.7 40 3.2 1236 100.0

Relationship with primary guarantors 409 32.3 424 33.5 319 25.2 72 5.7 42 3.3 1266 100.0

ED's responsiveness to reported problems 61 6.1 201 20.2 380 33.2 224 22.5 129 12.9 995 100.0

ED's handling of special cases/exception 32 3.6 179 20.4 336 38.4 188 21.4 141 16.1 877 100.0

Other 15 41.5 o o 1 3.4 8 23.1 11 32.0 36 100.0

Table 1.4k

Satisfaction with Aspects of FFEL Program
by Current FFEL Satisfaction Level

Current Satisfaction: 4

Aspect of Program Level of Satisfaction

Total
1=Very

Satisfied 2 3 4
5=Very

Dissatisfied

N Pct. M Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Timeliness of loan funds - EFT processin 20 39.4 20 38.8 9 16.8 1 2.4 1 2.6 51 100.0

Timeliness of loan funds - manual proces 34 9.0 67 17.9 133 35.4 84 22.4 58 15.4 375 100.0

Workload to counsel borrowers 17 4.4 44 11.6 145 38.5 89 23.4 83 22.1 378 100.0

Relationship with primary lenders 78 21.5 109 29.8 118 32.2 46 12.5 15 4.1 365 100.0
Relationship with primary guarantors 115 30.4 110 29.3 77 20.4 47 12.5 28 7.4 377 100.0

ED's responsiveness to reported problems 11 3.9 49 17.4 62 21.9 68 24.0 92 32.7 282 100.0

ED's handling of special cases/exception 12 5.0 35 14.5 70 29.3 74 31.1 47 20.0 237 100.0

Other 6 82.0 o o 1 18.0 0 0 o 0 7 100.0



Taole 1.4k

Satisfaction with Aspects of FFEL Program
by Current FFEL Satisfaction Level

Current Satisfaction: 5=Very Dissatisfied

Aspect of Program Level ,f Satisfaction

Total

1=Very

Satisfied 2 3 4

5=Very
Dissatisfied

N Pct. li Pct. M Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Timeliness of loan funds - EFT processin 4 29.3 4 31.8 4 29.5 0 0 1 9.4 13 100.0
Timeliness of loan funds - manual proces 12 12.0 17 17.0 20 19.4 21 20.8 32 30.8 102 100.0
Workload to counsel borrowers 7 6.6 8 8.0 16 15.5 33 31.6 40 38.2 105 100.0
Relationship with primary lenders 33 32.4 7 7.2 42 41.4 8 8.1 11 10.8 101 100.0
Relationship slith primary gul-antors 21 20.2 14 13.9 21 20.8 31 29.9 15 15.1 102 100.0
ED's responsiveness to reported problems 14 15.8 8 8.6 21 23.5 14 16.0 32 36.2 88 100.0
ED's handling of special cases/exception 1 1.5 20 26.9 16 20.9 12 16.4 26 34.3 75 100.0
Other 9 53.9 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 46.1 17 100.0
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Table 1.41

Satisfaction with Aspects of FFEL Program
by Satisfaction Prior to July 1994

Prior Satisfaction: 1=Very Satisfied

Aspect of Program Level of Satisfaction

Total
1=Very

Satisfied 2 3 4

5=Very
Dissatisfied

N Pct. N Pct. M Pet. N Pct. M Pct. N Pct.

Timeliness of loan funds - EFT processin 169 90.1 16 8.6 0 0 0 0 3 1.4 188 100.0

Timeliness of loan funds - manual proces 784 64.5 311 25.6 90 7.4 19 1.6 11 0.9 1215 100.0

Workload to counsel borrowers 445 36.8 425 35.1 219 18.0 81 6.7 41 3.4 1212 100.0

Relationship with primary lenders 965 80.5 146 12.1 67 5.6 11 0.9 10 0.9 1199 100.0

Relationship with primary guarantors 973 80.0 123 10.1 97 8.0 14 1.2 8 0.7 1216 100.0

ED's responsiveness to reported problems 334 36.6 278 30.5 124 13.6 100 11.0 76 8.3 912 100.0

fD's handling of special cases/exception 316 38.9 228 28.1 144 17.7 65 8.0 59 7.3 811 100.0

Other 16 35.2 9 19.3 0 0 8 18.2 12 27.3 45 100.0

Table 1.41

Satisfaction with Aspects of FFEL Program
by Satisfaction Prior to July 1994

Prior Satisfaction: 2

Aspect of Program Level of Satisfaction

Total
1=Very

Satisfied 2 3 4

5=Very
Dissatisfied

M Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Timeliness of loan funds - EFT processin 255 72.0 74 20.7 14 3.9 1 0.3 11 3.0 355 100.0

Timeliness of loan fund4 - manual proces 612 31.1 866 44.0 375 19.1 111 5.7 4 0.2 1969 100.0

Workload to counsel borrowers 249 12.5 766 38.5 631 31.7 261 13.1 82 4.1 1989 100.0

Relationship with primary lenders 1155 58.8 550 28.0 216 11.0 37 1.9 8 0.4 1966 100.0

Relationship with primary guarantors 1291 65.0 487 24.5 135 6.8 48 2.4 25 1.3 1986 100.0

ED's responsiveness to reported problems 203 13.5 468 31.0 494 32.7 245 16.2 99 6.5 1510 100.0

ED's handling of special cases/exception 203 16.0 393 31.0 389 30.7 187 14.7 96 7.6 1267 100.0

Other 22 60.8 0 0 0 0 4 10.2 10 28.9 36 100.0



Table 1.41

Satisfaction with Aspects of FFEL Program
by Satisfactica Prior to July 1994

Prior Satisfaction: 3

Aspect of Program Level of Satisfaction

Total
1=Very

Satisfied 2 3 4

5=Very
Dissatisfied

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Timeliness of loan fund% - EFT processin 174 60.6 76 26.4 26 9.0 4 1.3 8 2.6 288 100.0

Timeliness of loan fund' - manual proces 197 13.3 517 35.0 583 39.5 121 8.2 57 3.9 1475 100.0

Workload to counsel borrowers 93 6.2 365 24.4 631 42.2 332 22.2 75 5.0 1494 100.0

Relationship with primary lenders 499 34.2 569 39.1 307 21.0 46 3.1 37 2.5 1458 100.0

Relationship with primary guarantors 595 40.1 543 36.6 252 16.9 69 4.6 27 1.8 1486 100.0

ED's responsivenems to reported problems 83 7.4 245 21.7 436 38.5 220 19.5 146 12.9 1130 100.0

ED's handling of special cases/exception 65 6.7 229 23.5 350 36.0 201 20.7 128 13.1 974 100.0

Other 22 47.1 1 2.6 1 2.8 7 14.6 15 32.8 47 100.0

Table 1.41

Satisfaction with Aspects of FFEL Program
by Satisfaction Prior to July 1994

Prior Satisfaction: 4

Aspect of Program Level of Satisfaction

Total
1=Very

Satisfied 2

1

3 4

5=Very
Dissatisfied

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Timeliness of loan fund% - EFT processin 65 61.6 30 18.8 8 7.2 2 2.3 0 0 106 100.0

Timeliness of loan fundi - manual proces 55 13.3 63 15.4 153 37.1 102 24.8 39 9.4 412 100.0

Workload to counsel borrowers 28 6.8 47 11.4 165 39.7 100 24.0 75 18.1 416 100.0

Relationship with primary lenders 117 28.3 108 26.2 110 26.8 65 15.8 12 2.9 412 100.0

Relationship with primary guarantors 108 26.1 145 34.9 96 23.2 46 11.2 19 4.6 415 100.0

ED's responsiveness to reported prdblems 11' 2.9 37 11.2 91 27.4 112 33.5 84 25.1 334 100.0

ED's handling of special cases/exception 10 3.4 18 6.4 99 34.9 111, 35.1 57 20.1 284 100.0

Other 14 84.9 0 0 0 0 1 8.2 1 6.9 16 100.0
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Table 1.41

Satisfaction with Aspects of FFEL Program
by Satisfaction Prior to July 1994

Prior Satisfaction: 5=Very Dissatisfied

Aspect of Program Level of Satisfaction

Total
1=Very

Satisfied 2 3 4

5=Very
Dissatisfied

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Timeliness of loan funds EFT processin 23 65.1 2 7.0 8 24.4 0 0 1 3.5 35 100.0

Timeliness of loan funds - manual proces 36 21.5 22 12.8 31 18.1 39 23.1 42 24.5 170 100.0

Workload to counsel borrowers 16 9.5 16 9.6 59 34.9 33 19.5 45 26.5 170 100.0

Relationshipwith primary tenders 60 37.3 32 20.2 47 29.5 8 5.3 12 7.7 160 100.0

Relationship with primary guarantors 51 30.1 33 19.3 34 20.3 23 13.7 28 16.6 170 100.0

ED's responsiveness to reported problems 20 14.4 15 10.7 44 31.0 21 14.8 41 29.1 141 100.0

ED's handling of special cases/exception 5 4.9 22 19.6 30 27.0 21 18.7 33 29.9 112 100.0

Other 11 89.8 0 0 1 10.2 0 0 0 0 12 100.0
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Table 1.5

Mean Ratings for Satisfaction with Aspects of FFEL Program
by Institutional Type and Control

Aspect of Program Instit. Type t Control

4-Year
Public

2-Year
Public

4-Year
Private

2-Year

Private
Proprieta-

ry

Timeliness of loan funds - EFT
processing 1.6 1.5 1.4 1.4 1.4
Timeliness of loan funds - manual
process 2.6 2.1 2.3 2.0 2.0
Workload to counsel borrowers 3.0 2.9 2.7 2.5 2.4
Relationship with primary lenders 1.7 1.7 1.6 1.8 1.8
Relationship with primary
guarantors 1.7 1.6 1.6 1.6 1.8
ED's responsiveness to reported
problems 3.0 2.9 2.9 2.5 2.T
ED's handling of special
cases/exceptions 2.9 2.8 2.9 2.6 2.6
Other 2.3 2.1 1.9 2.3 3.2

Table 1.5e

Mean Ratings for Satisfection with Aspects of FFEL Program
by Annual Loan Volume

Aspect of Program Loan Volume

$1,000,000
or less

$1,000,001-
$5,000,000

$5,000,001-
$10,000,000

S10,000,0001
$20,000,000

over
$20,00C,000

Timeliness of loan funds - EFT
processing 1.5 1.3 1.5 1.6 1.5
Timeliness of loan funds - manual
process 2.0 2.3 2.5 2.4 2.9
Workload to counsel borrowers 2.5 2.7 3.0 2.8 3.2
Relationship with primary lenders 1.8 1.7 1.6 1.6 1.6
Relationship with primary
guarantors 1.7 1.7 1.6 1.6 1.6
ED's responsiveness to reported
problems 2.7 2.8 3.0 3.0 3.4
ED's handling of special
cases/exceptions 2.7 2.8 3.0 2.9 3.2
Other 2.1 2.8 3.8

_
1.8 1.7
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Table 1.5b

Neon Ratings for Satisfaction with Aspects of FFEL Program
by Structure of Financial Aid Office

Aspect of Program I Structur of Financial Aid Office

1 campus,

1 office
Separate

offices

%...slt.

campus, 1

office Other

Timeliness of loan fundi - EFT
processing 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.6

Timeliness of loan fundS - manual
prccess 2.1 2.2 2.2 2.3
Workload to counsel borrowers 2.7 2.4 2.7 2.6
Relationship with primary lenders 1.7 1.7 1.8 1.8
Relationship with primary guarantors 1.7 1.6 1.6 2.0
ED's responsiveness to reported problems 2.8 2.5 2.9 2.8
ED's handling of special
cases/exceptions 2.8 2.5 2.9 2.6
Other 2.4 2.6 2.5 2.0

Table 1.5c

Mean Ratings for Satisfaction with Aspects of FFEL Program
by Current Use of EFT

Aspect of Program Current Use of EFT

Yes No

Timeliness of loan funds - EFT
processing 1.4 1.6

Timeliness of loan funds - manual
process 2.5 2.1

Workload to counsel borrowers 2.8 2.6
Relationship with primary lenders 1.6 1.7
Relationship with primary guarantors 1.5 1.7

ED's resppnsiveness to reported problems 2.9 2.8
EO's handling of special
cases/exceptions 2.9 2.7
Other 2.1 2.6



Table 1.5d

Mean Ratings for Satisfaction with Aspects of FFEL Program
by Current Use of EDExpress Software

Aspect of Program Current Use of
EDExpress Software

Yes No

Timeliness of loan fundS - EFT
processing 1.5 1.4

Timeliness of loan funds - manual
process 2.3 2.0
Workload to counsel borrowers 2.7 2.6
Relationship with primary lenders 1.7 1.7
Relationship with primary guarantors 1.7 1.7
ED's responsiveness to reported problems 2.8 2.8
EO's handling of special
cases/exceptions 2.8 2.7
Other 2.6 2.2

Table 1.5e

Mean Ratings for Satisfaction with Aspects of FFEL Program
by Type of Computer System

Aspect of Program Type of Computer System

Both Contract-
All

manual
Mainframe mainframe ed processi-

only and PC PC only servicer ng Other

Timeliness of loan funds - EFT
processing 1.5 1.5 1.3 1.2 1.3 1.1

Timeliness of loan funds - manual
process 2.3 2.3 2.0 2.1 1.8 2.2
Workload to counsel borrowers 2.8 2.8 2.5 2.6 2.3 2.7
Relationship with primary lenders 1.5 1.6 1.8 1.9 1.7 1.9
Relationship with primary guarantors 1.6 1.6 1.7 2.0 1.6 1.7
ED's responsiveness to reported problees 2.8 2.8 2.8 2.8 2.4 3.0
ED's handling of special
cases/exceptions 2.7 2.8 2.8 2.6 2.5 2.9
Other 2.8 1.9 3.0 2.3 3.0 3.0
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Table 1.5f

Mean Ratings for Satisfaction with Aspects of FFEL Program
by Number of Lenders

Aspect of Program Number of Lender:

1 - 2 3 - 5
-

6 - 10 11 - 20 Over 20

Timeliness of loan funds - EFT
processing 1.3 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.6
Timeliness of loan funds - manual
process 2.0 2.0 2.2 2.2 2.5
Workload to counsel borrowers 2.4 2.5 2.8 2.8 2.9
Relationship with primary lenders 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.8 2.0
Relationship with primary guarantors 1.8 1.6 1.6 1.6 1.8
ED's responsiveness to reported problems 2.5 2.7 2.9 3.2 3.0
ED's handling of special
cases/exceptions 2.6 2.7 2.9 3.1 2.9
Other 3.1 2.3 1.8 2.4 2.5

Table 1.59

Mean Ratings for Satisfaction with Aspects of FFEL Program
by Number of Guarantee Agencies

Aspect of Program Number of GAs

1 2 - 3 4 - 5 Over 5

Timeliness of loan funds - EFT
processing 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.5
Timeliness of loan funds - manual
process 2.0 2.2 2.3 2.6
Workload to counsel borrowers 2.5 2.7 2.8 3.0
Relationship with primary lenders 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.9
Relationship with primary guarantors 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.8.
ED's responsiveness to reported problems 2.7 2.8 2.9 3.1
ED's handling of special
cases/exc(ptions 2.7 2.8 2.9 2.9
Other 3.1 2.2 1.4 2.2
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Table 1.5h

Mean Ratings for Satisfaction with Aspects of FFEL Program
by Decision on Application for Direct Loan Program

Aspect of Program Decision on Application for DL Program

Year 2
Participant

Pending for
Year 3

Will Apply
for Year 3

Application
Rejected No Other

Timeliness of loan funds - EFT
processing 1.7 1.5 1.4 1.0 1.3 1.3

Timeliness of loan funds - manual
process 2.4 2.2 2.1 1.8 2.0 2.3
Workload to counsel borrowers 2.7 2.8 2.6 2.5 2.6 2.8
Relationship with primary tenders 1.9 2.0 2.1 1.7 1.6 1.8

Relationship with primary guarantors 1.9 2.0 1.9 2.0 1.5 1.7

ED's responsiveness to reported problems 2.6 3.1 2.6 3.0 2.9 2.9
ED's handling of special

cases/exceptions 2.6 3.1 2.8 2.7 2.8 2.8
Other 2.2 3.1 1.0 5.0 2.5 1.3

Table 1.5i

Mean Ratings for Satisfaction witk Aspects of FFEL Program
by Current Satisfaction with the FFEL Program

Aspect of Program Current Satisfaction with FFEL Program

1=Very
Satisfied 2 3 4

5=Very
Dissatisfied

Not
Applicable

Timeliness of loan funds - EFT
processing 1.1 1.5 1.7 1.9 2.3 0
Timeliness of loan funds - manual
process 1.5 2.1 2.6 3.2 3.4 0
Workload to counsel borrowers 2.1 2.6 3.0 3.5 3.9 0
Relationship with primary lenders 1.2 1.6 2.2 2.5 2.6 0
Relationship with primary guarantors 1.2 1.6 2.1 2.4 3.1 0

ED's responsiveness to reported problems 2.3 2.7 3.2 3.6 3.3 0
ED's handling of special
cases/exceptions 2.2 2.7 3.3 3.5 3.6 0
Other 2.2 2.4 3.0 1.4 2.8 0

al V
BEST COPY AVAILABLE 159



Table 1.6

Current Satisfaction with FFEL Program by Satisfaction Prior to July 1994

Satisfaction with FFEL Program
Prior to July 1994

Current Level of Satisfaction

1=Very 5=Very

Satisfied 2 3 4 Dissatisfied Not Appicable Total

N Pct. M Pct. N Pct. M Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct,

1=Very Satisfied 1070 86.3 94 7.6 59 4.7 7 0.6 9 0.7 0 0 1240 100.0

2 289 14.5 1559 78.3 97 4.9 40 2.0 6 0.3 0 0 1992 100.0

3 65 4.2 $19 27.6 951 61.3 87 5.6 19 1.2 0 0 1551 100.0

4 3 0.8 83 20.2 115 28.0 198 48.2 11 2.8 0 0 411 100.0

5=Very Dissatisfied 3 1.9 11 6.5 52 32.1 35 21.8 61 37.7 0 0 163 100.0
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Table 2.1

Level of Involvement of Ksy Departments in Administration of
Student Financial Aid and the Federal Family Education Loan Program

Department Level of Involvement

TotalNo involvement
A few

functions
Extensive
funct. Not Applicable

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Accounting Office 675 12.1 2411 43.2 1191 21.3 1309 23.4 5587 100.0
Business/Bursars Office or student Accou 281 5.0 1987 35.4 2668 47.5 683 12.2 5619 100.0
Computer Services 940 16.8 1758 31.4 1496 26.7 1403 25.1 5597 100.0
Admissions 2182 38.8 2264 40.2 530 9.4 652 11.6 5627 100.0
Registrar's Office 897 15.9 3067 54.5 789 14.0 am 15.6 5631 100.0Other 290 20.2 265 18.4 165 11.4 719 50.0 1439 100.0

Table 2.2

Levet of Satisfacticm with Activities Involved in Administering
the Federal Family Education Loan Program

Activity Level of Satisfaction

Total
very satisfied

Somewhat
satisfied

Somewhat
Dissatisfied

Very
Dissatisfied Not Applicable

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Keeping up with regulations 957 17.0 2417 42.9 1323 23.5 912 16.2 21 0.4 5630 100.0Answering general questions about loans 2369 42.2 2682 47.8 433 7.7 77 1.4 49 0.9 5611 100.0Counseling borrowers while in school 2454 43.8 2471 44.1 472 8.4 135 2.4 68 1.2 5600 100.0Helping students with loans after school 1284 23.0 2528 45.2 1044 18.7 329 5.9 403 7.2 5588 100.0Processing of loan applications 2499 44.5 2318 41.3 600 10.7 155 2.8 47 0.8 5618 100.0Receipt of loan funds 2539 45.2 2304 41.0 545 9.7 143 2.5 89 1.6 5619 100.0Disbursement of loan funds 1904 36.3 2318 44.2 675 12.9 183 3.5 169 3.2 5248 100.0Refunding excess loans to students 1636 29.2 2504 44.8 731 13.1 233 4.2 491 8.8 5593 100.0Financial monitoring and reporting 1356 24.2 3028 54.1 861 15.4 254 4.5 103 1.8 5603 100.0Recordkeeping/reporting of student info 1462 26.0 2534 45.1 1122 20.0 394 7.0 111 2.0 5623 100.0Other 120 14.0 49 5.8 55 6.4 96 11.3 534 62.5 854 100.0
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Table 2.2a

Level of Satisfaction with Activities Involved in Administering
the Federal Family Education Loan Program

by Institutional Characteristics

Type & Control: 4-Year Public

Activity Level of Satisfaction

TotalVery Satisfied
Somewhat

Satisfied
Somewhat

Dissatisfied
Very

Dissatisfied N't Applicable

M Pct. M Pct. M Pct. N Pct. M Pct. N Pct.

Keeping Up with regulations 57 11.2 220 43.2 142 27.8 89 17.5 1 0.3 510 100.0
Answering general questions about loans 187 36.8 231 45.4 75 14.8 14 2.7 1 0.3 509 100.0
Counseling borrowers while in school 172 33.8 241 47.3 79 15.4 17 3.4 0 0 510 100.0
Helpira students with loans after school 72 14.3 243 48.1 121 24.0 34 6.7 35 7.0 505 100.0
Processing of loan applications 149 29.3 217 42.8 92 18.1 49 9.6 1 0.2 508 100.0
Receipt of loan fundt 151 29.6 214 42.1 98 19.3 38 7.4 8 1.6 510 100.0
Disbursement of loan funds 98 21.6 181 40.3 97 21.6 53 11.7 21 4.6 450 100.0
Refunding excess loans to students 111 21.8 228 44.7 90 17.7 42 8.3 38 7.4 509 100.0
Financial monitoring and reporting 79 15.5 300 58.9 92 18.0 22 4.4 17 3.3 510 100.0
Recordkeeping/reporting of student info 75 14.7 232 45.7 135 26.7 56 11.1 9 1.8 507 100.0
Other 15 14.8 10 9.6 4 3.6 10 9.5 65 62.4 104 100.0

Type & Control: 2-Year Public

Activity Level of Satisfaction

TotalVery Satisfied
Somewhat
Satisfied

Somewhat
Dissatisfied

Very

Dissatisfied Not Applicable

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Keeping up with regulstions 142 12.8 470 42.5 267 24.1 225 20.4 3 0.3 1107 100.0
Answering general questions about loans 379 34.3 593 53.7 102 9.2 22 2.0 9 0.8 1104 100.0
Counseling borrowers while in school 350 31.6 579 52.2 136 12.3 30 2.7 14 1.2 1108 100.0
Helping students with loans after school 116 10.5 516 46.9 288 26.1 93 8.4 89 8.0 1101 100.0
Processing of loan applications 400 36.1 536 48.5 142 12.9 27 2.5 1 0.1 1107 100.0
Receipt of loan funds 433 39.2 518 46.9 120 10.9 27 2.4 6 0.5 1104 100.0
Disbursement of loan funds 321 31.5 504 49.6 133 13.0 33 3.2 27 2.7 1018 100.0
Refunding excess loans to students 252 23.0 461 42.1 124 11.3 52 4.7 206 18.8 1095 100.0
Financial monitoring and reporting 212 19.3 608 55.3 211 19.2 52 4.7 16 1.5 1100 100.0
Recordkteping/reporting of student info 193 17.5 559 50.6 245 22.2 94 8.5 14 1.2 1105 100.0Other 27 14.0 6 3.0 12 6.3 21 11.0 126 65.7 192 100.0



Table 2.2a

Level of Satisfaction with Activities Involved in Administering
the Federal Family Education Loan Program

by Institutional Characteristics

t. & Control: 4-Year Private

Activity Level of Satisfaction

TotalVery Satisfied
Somewhat
Satisfied

Somewhwt

Dissatisfied
Very

Dissatisfied Not Applicable

N Pct. N Pct. M Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Keeping up with regulations 187 14.8 516 40.8 371 29.4 188 14.9 3 0.2 1265 100.0
Answering general questions about loans 552 43.6 615 48.6 81 6.4 19 1.5 o 0 1266 100.0
Counseling borrowers while in school 535 42.3 579 45.8 119 9.5 27 2.1 3 0.3 1263 100.0
Helping students with loans after school 767 21.2 623 49.6 208 16.5 55 4.3 104 8.2 1255 100.0
Processing of loan applications 499 39.4 564 44.5 148 11.7 53 4.2 3 0.3 1268 100.0
Receipt of loan funds 508 40.2 562 44.4 148 11.7 41 3.3 6 0.4 1266 100.0
Disbursement of loan funds 311 27.1 531 46.2 233 20.3 43 3.8 30 2.6 1149 100.0
Refunding excess loans to students 327 26.1 624 49.7 182 14.5 56 4.5 65 5.2 1255 100.0
Financial monitoring and reporting 269 21.2 748 59.1 200 15.8 37 2.9 12 1.0 1265 100.0
Recordkeeping/reporting of student info 251 19.8 572 45.2 322 25.5 106 8.4 15 1.2 1267 100.0
Other 42 19.1 10 4.4 14 6.4 30 13.9 123 56.3 219 100.0

Type & Control: 2-year Private

Activity Level of Satisfaction

TotalVery Satisfied
Somewhat

Satisfied
Somewhat

Dissatisfied
Very

Dissatisfied Not Applicable

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. M Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Keeping up with regulations 65 12.6 234 45.6 135 26.3 75 14.6 4 0.8 514 100.0
Answering general questions about loans 220 42.7 251 48.8 32 6.3 4 0.8 7 1.3 514 100.0
Counseling borrowers while in school 237 46.5 228 44.8 29 5.8 4 0.9 11 2.1 510 100.0
Helping students with loans after school 104 20.4 229 44.7 72 14.1 19 3.7 88 17.2 512 100.0
Processing of loan applications 224 43.6 230 44.e 44 8.6 7 1.3 9 1.7 514 100.0
Receipt of loan funds 234 45.8 223 43.7 40 7.9 5 1.0 9 1.7 512 100.0
Disbursement of loan funds 183 37.2 i31 47.0 52 10.5 9 1.8 17 3.6 491 100.0
Refunding excess loans to students 155 30.4 234 45.8 49 9.6 22 4.4 51 9.9 512 100.0
Financial monitoring and reporting 142 27.8 255 49.9 78 15.3 26 5.1 10 2.0 512 100.0
Recordkeeping/reporting of student info 149 29.1 231 45.0 87 17.0 38 7.4 8 1.5 514 100.0
Other 6 13.3 7 15.2 o o 1 3.1 29 68.4 43 100.0
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Table 2.2.

Level of Satisfaction with Activities Involved in Administering
the Federal Family Education Loan Program

by Institutional Characteristics

Type & Control: Proprietary

Activity Level of Satisfaction

TotalVery Satisfied
Somewhat
Satisfied

Somewhat
Dissatisfied

Very
Dissatisfied Not Applicable

N Pct. M Pct. N Pct. M Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Keeping up with regulations 432 22.3 844 43.5 360 18.5 299 15.4 7 0.4 1941 100.0

Answering general questions about loans 915 47.5 862 44.7 114 5.9 15 0.8 21 1.1 1928 100.0

Counseling borrowers while in school 1061 55.3 692 36.0 75 3.9 56 2.9 35 1.8 1919 100.0

Helping students with loans after school 640 33.3 810 42.2 292 15.2 109 5.7 70 3.7 1921 100.0

Processing of loan applications 1109 57.6 631 32.8 143 7.4 15 0.8 28 1.4 1926 100.0

Receipt of loan funds 1076 55.7 669 34.6 118 6.1 21 1.1 49 2.6 1933 100.0

Disbursement of loan fundS 888 47.1 760 40.3 141 7.5 34 1.8 60 3.2 1884 100.0

Refunding excess loans to students 723 37.4 828 42.8 238 12.3 48 2.5 97 5.0 1934 100.0

Financial monitoring and reporting 572 29.7 976 50.6 243 12.6 102 5.3 34 1.8 1928 100.0

Recordkeeping/reporting of student info 708 36.6 818 42.3 282 14.6 69 3.6 58 3.0 1934 100.0

Other 11 5.0 15 7.0 22 10.2 23 10.8 146 67.1 217 100.0
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Table 2.2b

Level of Satisfaction with Activities Involved in Administering
the Federal Family Education Loan Program

by Institutional Characteristics

Loan Volume: 51,000,000 or less

Activity Level of Satisfaction

TotalVery Satisfied

Somewhat
Satisfied

Somewhat

Dissatisfied
Very

Dissatisfied Not Applicable

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Keeping up with regulations 563 17.8 1395 44.1 664 21 0 529 16.7 14 0.4 3165 100.0

Answering general questions about loans 1369 43.4 1509 47.8 201 6.4 40 1.3 36 1.1 3155 100.0

Counseling borrowers while in school 1519 48,4 1319 42.0 189 6.0 53 1.7 60 1.9 3140 100.0

Helping students with loans after school 770 24.6 1347 43.0 540 17.2 204 6.5 275 8.8 3135 100.0

Processing of loan applications 1537 48.7 1255 39.7 285 9.0 42 1.3 40 1.3 3158 100.0

Receipt of loan funds 1603 50.8 1251 39.6 243 7.7 32 1.0 30 0.9 3158 100.0

Disbursement of loan funds 1299 42.5 1372 44.8 265 8.7 58 1.9 66 2.2 3061 100.0

Refunding excess loans to students 1C.749 32.6 1338 42.4 343 10.9 104 3.3 341 10.8 3154 100.0

Financial monitoring and reporting 850 27.0 1622 51.5 485 15.4 141 4.5 52 1.7 3152 100.0

Recordkeeping/reporting of student info 938 29.6 1497 47.3 521 16.5 171 5.4 39 1.2 3165 100.0

Other 35 9.6 29 8.1 22 6.2 35 9.6 239 66.4 360 100.0

Loan Volume: S1,000,001.55,000,000

Activity Level of Satisfaction

TotalVery Satisfied
Somewhat
Satisfied

Somewhat
Dissatisfied

Very
Dissatisfied Not Applicable

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Keeping up with regulations 237 15.3 667 43.2 425 27.5 216 14.0 0 0 1544 100.0

Answering general questions about loans 620 40.3 775 50.4 129 8.4 15 1.0 0 0 1539 100.0

Counseling borrowers while in school 604 39.1 708 45.9 173 11.2 56 3.6 2 0.1 1543 100.0

Helping students with loans after school 328 21.4 767 50.0 296 19.3 64 4.2 78 5.1 1533 100.0

Processing of loan applications 602 39.1 680 44.2 192 12.5 63 4.1 1 0.1 1539 100.0

Receipt of loan funds 585 38.0 659 42.8 188 12.2 67 4.3 41 2.7 1540 100.0

Disbursement of loan funds 377 27.1 601 43.1 275 19.7 66 4.8 74 5.3 1393 100.0

Refunding excess loans to students 401 26.3 725 47.5 235 15.4 75 4.9 91 5.9 1528 100.0

Financial monitoring and reporting 305 19.8 903 58.8 227 14.8 77 5.0 25 1.6 1537 100.0

Recordkeeping/reporting of student info 342 22.2 648 42.1 370 24.0 129 8.4 51 3.3 1539 100.0

Other 47 17.1 12 4.3 18 6.6 37 13.5 160 58.6 273 100.0
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Table 2.2b

Level of Satisfaction with Activities Involved in Administering
the Federal Family Education Loan Program

by Institutional Characteristics

Loan Volume: over S20,000,000

Activity Level of Satisfaction

TotalVery Satisfied
Somewhat
Satisfied

Somewhat
Dissatisfied

Very
Dissatisfied Not Applicable

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. M Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Keeping up with regulations 10 9.1 40 37.0 30 27.8 28 26.1 0 0 108 100.0
Answering general questions about loans 46 42.7 45 41.6 13 12.4 4 3.4 0 0 108 100.0
Counseling borrowers while in school 27 23.0 64 59.3 10 9.0 7 6.8 0 0 108 100.0
Helping students with loans after school 15 13.7 46 42.7 31 29.0 8 7.8 7 6.8 108 100.0
Processing of loan applications 43 40.4 38 35.7 17 16.0 9 8.0 0 0 107 100.0
Receipt of loan funds 42 38.8 41 37.6 16 14.6 9 7.9 1 1.1 108 100.0
Disbursement of loan funds 20 22.3 43 47.3 17 18.4 10 10.7 1 1.3 91 100.0
Refunding excess loans to students 24 22.2 53 48.9 23 21.1 5 4.5 4 3.4 108 100.0
Financial monitoring and reporting 16 15.2 60 56.4 24 22.7 5 4.6 1 1.1 106 100.0
Recordkeeping/reporting of student info 12 11.4 39 36.5 38 35.1 17 15.9 1 1.1 108 100.0
Other 2 8.7 0 0 1 4.3 1 4.3 23 82.7 28 100.0
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Table 2.2c

Level of Satisfaction with Activities Involved in Administering
the Federal Family Education Loan Program

by institutional Characteristics

Aid Office Stucture: 1 campus, 1 office

Activity Level of Satisfaction

TotalVery Satisfied
Somewhat
Satisfied

Somewhat
Dissatisfied

Very
Dissatisfied Not Applicable

N Pct. M Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Keeping up with regulations 538 15.1 1515 42.5 859 24.91 609 17.1 13 0.4 3563 100.0
Answering general questions about loans 1468 41.3 1744 49.1 265 7.5 48 1.4 30 0.8 3555 100.0
Counseling borrowers while in school 1588 44.7 1546 43.6 309 8.7 62 1.7 45 1.3 3549 100.0
Helping students with loans after school 751 21.3 1631 46.2 663 18.8 209 5.9 274 7.8 3527 100.0
Processing of loan applications 1576 44.4 1489 42.0 370 10.4 92 2.6 23 0.6 3550 100.0
Receipt of loan funds 1623 45.7 1488 41.9 324 9.1 86 2.4 28 0.8 3550 100.0
Disbursement of loan funds 1212 36.7 1453 43.9 437 13.2 117 3.5 87 2.6 3307 100.0
Refunding excess loans to students 1035 29.2 1540 43.5 498 14.1 167 4.7 304 8.6 3545 100.0
Financial monitoring and reporting 833 23.5 1884 53.1 595 16.8 175 4.9 61 1.7 3547 100.0
Recordkeeping/reporting of student info 913 25.7 1628 45.8 718 20.2 247 7.0 51 1.4 3558 100.0
Other 72 14.3 17 3.4 27 5.5 53 10.6 330 66.2 499 100.0

Aid Office Stucture: Separate offices

Activity Level of Satisfaction

TotalVery Satisfied
Somewhat

Satisfied
Somewhat

Dissatisfied
Very

Dissatisfied Not Applicable

14 Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Keeping up with regulations 148 22.2 292 43.9 121 18.2 103 15.5 1 0.2 666 100.0
Answering general questions about loans 316 47.5 301 45.3 44 6.6 2 0.4 2 0.3 666 100.0
Counseling borrowers while in school 322 49.3 276 42.2 48 7.3 5 0.8 2 0.3 653 100.0
Helping students with loans after school 177 26.7 290 43.8 131 19.8 27 4.0 37 5.6 662 100.0
Processing of loan applications 330 49.6 259 39.0 46 6.9 24 3.5 7 1.0 666 100.0
Receipt of loan funds 343 51.5 229 34.4 67 10.0 17 2.6 9 1.4 666 100.0
Disbursement of loan funds 250 40.0 290 46.5 50 8.0 17 2.8 17 2.8 625 100.0
Refunding excess loans to students 231 35.0 286 43.2 64 9.7 20 3.0 60 9.0 661 100.0
Financial monitoring and reporting 190 28.8 365 55.3 69 10.4 21 3.2 15 2.2 660 100.0
Recordkeeping!reporting of student info 219 33.0 287 43.3 109 16.4 44 6.6 5 0.7 663 100.0
Other 17 18.0 0 0 3 3.7 9 9.1 65 69.2 94 100.0
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Table 2.2c

Level of Satisfaction with Activities Involved in Administering
the Federal Family Education Loan Program

by Institutionsl Characteristics

Aid Office Stucturs: Nutt. campus, 1 office

Activity Level of Satisfaction

TotalVery Satisfied
Somewhat
Satisfied

Somewhat
Dissatisfied

Very
Dissatisfied Not Applicable

N Pct. M Pct. M Pct. M Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Keeping up with regulations 182 19.3 no 40.4 242 25.7 134 14.2 3 0.4 941 100.0

Answering general questions about leans 401 43.0 429 46.0 76 8.1 22 2.4 5 0.5 933 100.0

Counseling borrowers while in 4chool 397 42.2 432 45.9 67 7.1 32 3.4 13 1.4 941 100.0

Helping students with loans after school 209 22.3 437 46.6 163 17.4 66 7.1 62 6.6 937 100.0

Processing of loan applications 372 39.5 384 40.8 145 15.4 29 3.0 12 1.3 941 100.0

Receipt of loan funds 362 38.5 425 45.1 125 13.3 23 2.5 6 0.7 943 100.0

Disbursement of loan funds 295 32.9 405 45.1 151 16.8 31 3.5 16 1.8 898 100.0

Refunding excess loans to students 239 25.6 483 51.9 100 10.7 29 3.1 80 8.6 931 100.0

Financial monitoring and reporting 215 22.9 533 56.7 145 15.5 36 3.9 10 1.1 940 100.0

Recordkeeping/reporting of student info 214 22.7 435 46.2 220 23.3 62 6.6 10 1.1 941 100.0

Other 11 7.1 16 10.1 21 13.8 21 13.8 85 55.2 154 100.0

Aid Office Stucture: Other

Activity Level of Satisfaction

TotalVery Satisfied

Somewhat

Satisfied

Somewhat

Dissatisfied

Very
Dissatisfied Not Applicable

N Pct. M Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Keeping up with regulations 15 9.1 97 58.3 24 14.2 31 18.4 o 0 166 100.0

Answering general questions about loans 68 40.8 78 46.7 20 11.8 1 0.7 0 0 166 100.0

Counseling borrowers while in school 49 29.3 65 39.2 15 8.9 35 21.3 2 1.3 166 100.0

Helping students with loans after school 61 36.8 63 38.0 23 13.9 6 3.7 12 7.5 166 100.0

Processing of loan applications 103 61.7 47 28.2 10 6.1 7 4.0 0 0 166 100.0

Receipt of loan funds 74 44.3 44 26.4 10 6.2 4 2.5 34 20.6 166 100.0

Disbursement of loan funds 43 26.9 58 36.0 18 11.0 6 4.0 36 22.1 162 100.0

Refunding excess loans to students 63 37.6 66 39.5 20 12.1 4 2.4 14 8.5 166 100.0

Financial monitoring and reporting 36 21.3 106 63.4 16 9.4 7 3.9 3 1.9 166 100.0

Recordkeeping/reporting of student info 30 18.2 62 37.6 26 15.6 10 5.9 38 22.7 165 100.0

Other 1 4.2 14 50.6 o 0 4 13.5 9 31.7 29 100.0
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Table 2.2d

Level of Satisfaction with Activities Involved in Achinistering
the Federal Family Earcation Loan Program

by institutional Characteristics

EFT AdMin: Yes

Activity Level of Satisfaction -

TotalVery Satisfied
Somewhat
Satisfied

Somewhat
Dissatisfied

Very
Dissatisfied Not Applicable

M Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. M Pct. N Pct.

Keeping up with regulations 144 15.6 371 40.2 262 28.4 144 15.6 3 0.3 923 100.0
Answering general questions about loans 420 45.5 422 45.6 62 6.7 20 2.2 0 0 924 100.0
Counseling borrowers While in school 386 41.7 435 47.0 81 8.8 16 1.7 7 0.7 924 100.0
Helping students with loans after school 215 23.3 475 51.5 166 18.0 33 3.6 34 3.6 922 100.0
Processing of loan applications , 399 43.2 374 40.6 107 11.6 41 4.5 1 0.1 923 100.0
Receipt of loan funds 462 50.0 330 35.8 104 11.3 17 1.9 10 1.0 923 100.0
Disbursement of loan funds 323 38.3 338 40.1 137 16.2 26 3.1 19 2.3 843 100.0
Refunding excess loans to students 262 28.4 446 48.3 121 13.1 48 5.3 45 4.9 923 100.0
Financial monitoring and reporting 211 22.9 555 60.1 124 13.4 28 3.0 5 0.6 923 100.0
ecorateeping/reporting of student info 212 23.0 402 43.6 232 25.2 68 7.3 8 0.9 922 100.0
Other 24 15.0 9 6.0 7 4.7 26 16.5 91 57.8 158 100.0

EFT Admin: No

Activity Level of Satisfactien

TotalVery Satisfied
Somewhat
Satisfied

Somewhat
Dissatisfied

Very

Dissatisfied Not Applicable

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Keeping up with regulations 738 16.7 1913 43.4 1014 23.0 733 16.6 15 0.4 4413 100.0
Answering general questions about loans 1832 41.7 2130 48.5 342 7.8 54 1.2 37 0.8 4395 100.0
Counseling borrowers While In school 1970 44.9 1b84 43.0 358 8.2 119 2.7 56 1.3 4386 100.0
Helping students with loans after school 984 22.5 1946 44.5 814 18.6 275 6.3 352 8.1 4371 100.0
Processing of loan applications 1982 45.0 1805 41.0 463 10.5 109 2.5 41 0.9 4400 100.0
Receipt of loan funds 1941 44.1 1857 42.2 421 9.6 114 2.6 68 1.6 4401 100.0
Disbursement of loan funds 1478 35.6 1869 45.0 519 12.5 146 3.5 136 3.3 4149 100.0
Refunding excess loans to students 1306 29.8 1929 44.0 562 12.8 172 3.9 412 9.4 4381 100.0
Financial monitoring and reporting 1043 24.2 2333 53.1 701 16.0 211 4.8 84 1.9 4391 100.0
Recordkeeping/reporting of student info 1164 26.4 2011 45.6 840 19.1 296 6.7 96 2.2 4406 100.0
Other 77 12.5 38 6.1 49 7.2 60 9.7 396 64.5 618 100.0
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Table 2.2e

Level of Satisfaction with Activities Involved in Administering
the Federal Family Education Loan Program

by Institutional Characteristics

Uses EDExpress Software: Yes

Activity Level of Satisfaction

TotalVery Satisfied
Somewhat
Satisfied

Somewhat
Dissatisfied

Very
Dissatisfied Not Applicable

N Pct. M Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Keeping up with regulations 400 17.3 984 42.6 535 23.1 382 16.5 9 0.4 2311 100.0

Answering general questions about loans 963 41.8 1105 47.9 187 8.1 42 1.8 10 0.4 2306 100.0

Counseling borrowers while in school 947 41.2 1008 43.9 235 10-.2 87 3.8 22 1.0 2299 100.0

Helping students with loans after school 498 21.6 1093 47.5 465 20.2 127 5.5 118 5.1 2301 100.0

Processing of loan applications 984 42.6 941 40.7 296 12.8 81 3.5 9 0.4 2311 100.0

Receipt of loan funds 937 40.6 942 40.8 305 13.2 74 3.2 52 2.2 2311 100.0

Disbursement of loan funds 677 32.0 913 43.1 355 16.8 79 3.7 92 4.4 2116 100.0

Refunding excess loans to students 634 27.6 1067 46.4 307 13.4 110 4.8 180 7.8 2297 100.0

Financial monitoring and reporting 534 23.1 1302 56.4 327 14.2 118 5.1 27 1.2 2308 100.0

Recordkeeping/reporting of student info 551 23.9 991 43.0 511 22.1 192 8.3 62 2.7 2307 100.0

Other 48 12.3 11 2.7 21 5.3 58 14.9 253 64.8 390 100.0

Uses EDExpress Software: No

Activity Level of Satisfaction

TotalVery Satisfied
Somewhat
Satisfied

Somewhat

Dissatisfied

Very
Dissatisfied Not Applicable

N Pct. M Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Keeping Lo with regulations 482 15.9 1300 43.0 741 24.5 495 16.3 9 0.3 3026 100.0

Answering general questions about loans 1290 42.8 1447 48.0 217 7.2 32 1.1 27 0.9 3014 100.0

Counseling borrowers while in school 1409 46.8 1311 43.5 204 6.8 48 1.6 40 1.3 3011 100.0

Helping students with loans aftel school 700 23.4 1328 44.4 515 17.2 181 6.1 268 8.9 2992 100.0

Processing of loan applications 1397 46.4 1238 41.1 275 9.1 70 2.3 33 1.1 3012 100.0

Receipt of loan funds 1465 48.6 1244 41.3 22'1 7.3 58 1.9 26 0.9 3014 100.0

Disbursement of loan funds 1174 39.1 1294 45.0 301 10.5 93 3.2 63 2.2 2875 100.0

Refunding excess loans to students 934 31.1 1308 43.5 376 12.5 111 3.7 278 9.2 3007 100.0

Financial monitoring and reporting 740 24.6 1585 52.7 497 16.5 121 4.0 62 2.1 3006 100.0

RecordkeepIng/reporting of student Info us 27.3 1422 47.1 561 18.6 171 5.7 42 1.4 3021 100.0

Other 53 13.7 36 9.4 31 8.1 28 7.3 237 61.4 365 100.0



Table 2.2f

Level of Satisfaction with Activities Involved in Administering
the Federal Family Education Loan Program

by Institutional Characteristics

Computer System: Mainframe only

Activity Level of Satisfaction

TotalVery Satisfied
Somewhat
Satisfied

Somewhat
Dissatisfied

Very
Dissatisfied, Not Applicabie

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. 14 Pct.

Keeping up with regulations 42 14.9 119 41.9 71 24.8 51 18.1 1 0.4 285 100.0

Answering general questions about loans 115 40.1 135 47.0 30 10.3 5 1.7 3 1.0 288 100.0
Counseling borrowers while in school 116 40.6 133 46.7 28 9.6 6 2.0 3 1.0 285 100.0
Helping students with loans after school 69 24.3 137 48.0 50 17.7 10 3.4 19 6.7 285 100.0
Processing of loan applications 104 36.2 115 40.2 50 17.4 16 5.4 2 0.8 287 100.0
Receipt of loan funds 99 34.6 124 43.4 47 16.3 12 4.3 4 1.4 287 100.0
Disbursement of loan funds 68 24.9 118 43.4 57 21.1 23 8.4 6 2.2 272 100.0
Refunding excess loans to students 73 26.1 130 46.6 39 13.8 14 4.9 24 8.5 279 100.0
Financial monitoring and reporting 54 18.7 175 60.9 41 14.2 10 3.3 8 2.8 287 100.0
Recordkeeping/reporting of student info 58 20.2 130 45.5 83 28.9 14 5.0 1 0.4 285 100.0
Other 7 16.0 1 3.0 0 0 6 12.6 30 68.3 44 100.0

computer System: Both mainframe and PC

Activity Level of Satisfaction

TotalVery Satisfied
Somewhat

Satisfied
Somewhat

Dissatisfied
Very

Dissatisfied Not Applicable

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Keeping up with regulations 245 12.2 929 46.3 524 26.1 307 15.3 1 0.1 2006 100.0
Answering general questions about leans 810 40.6 983 49.3 173 8.7 27 1.4 J 0.1 1996 100.0
Counseling borrowers while in school 711 35.5 955 47.7 239 12.0 79 3.9 17 0.8 2001 100.0
Helping students with loans after school 381 19.1 926 46.5 440 22.1 120 6.0 125 6.3 1992 100.0
Processing of loan applications 792 39.6 855 42.8 266 13.3 85 4.2 1 0.1 1999 100.0
Receipt of loan funds 734 36.7 868 43.4 260 13.0 91 4.5 46 2.3 1997 100.0
Disbursement of loan funds 477 26.8 810 45.5 311 17.5 89 5.0 93 5.2 1780 100.0
Refunding excess loans to students 488 24.5 936 47.1 274 13.8 106 5.3 185 9.3 1988 100.0
Financial monitoring and reporting 392 19.7 1129 56.7 350 17.6 92 4.6 28 1.4 1990 100.0
Recordkeeping/reporting of student info 357 17.9 910 45.5 480 24.0 198 9.9 54 2.7 1998 100.0
Other 48 12.4 14 3.6 22 5.8 46 12.0 256 66.3 307 100.0

18J
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Table 2.2f

Level of Satisfaction with Activities Involved in Administering
the Federal Family Education Loan Program

by Institutional Characteristics

Computer System: PC only

Activity
,

Level of Satisfaction

TotalVery Satisfied
Somewhat
Satisfied

Somewhat
Dissatisfied

Very
Dissatisfied Not Applicable

N Pct. N Pct. M Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Keeping up with regulations 305 18.3 669 40.0 402 24.0 286 17.1 9 0.5 1671 100.0

Answering general questions about loans 720 43.0 815 48.7 97 5.8 26 1.6 16 1.0 1675 100.0

Counseling borrowers while in school 849 51.1 651 39.2 100 6.1 29 1.7 31 1.9 1660 100.0

Helping students with loans after school 387 23.1 773 46.2 306 18.3 98 5.9 109 6.5 1674 100.0

Processing of loan applications 836 50.0 651 38.9 146 8.7 25 1.5 16 0.9 1674 100.0

Receipt of loan funds 882 52.6 640 38.2 134 8.0 7 0.4 12 0.7 1675 100.0

Disbursement of loan funds 672 42.1 665 41.7 204 12.6 20 1.3 33 2.1 1595 100.0

Refunding excess loans to students 552 33.1 709 42.5 209 12.5 52 3.1 146 8.8 1668 100.0

Financial monitoring and reporting 432 25.9 882 52.9 240 14.4 aa 5.3 26 1.5 1668 100.0

Recordkeeping/reporting of student imio 497 29.7 770 46.0 291 17.4 86 5.1 30 1.8 1674 100.0

Other 25 13.7 12 6.9 13 7.0 26 14.6 104 57.9 lao 100.0

Cceputer System: Contracted servicer

Activity Level of Satisfaction

TotalVery Satisfied

Somewhat

Satisfied

Somewhat

Dissatisfied

Very

Dissatisfied Not Applicable

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. H Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Keeping up with regulations 138 22.9 256 42.6 103 17.1 105 17.5 0 0 602 100.0

Answering general questions about loans 281 47.7 262 44.5 39 6.6 0 0 7 1.2 589 100.0

Counseling borrowers while in school, 284 47.7 278 46.6 23 3.8 11 1.9 0 0 596 100.0

Helping students with loons lifter school 155 26.7 291 50.0 83 14.2 30 5.2 23 3.9 582 100.0

Processing of loan applications 309 52.5 218 37.1 38 6.4 10 1.7 14 2.3 589 100.0

Receipt of loan funds 295 49.5 253 42.5 26 4.4 15 2.5 7 1.2 596 100.0

Disbursement of loan funds 271 46.1 268 45.6 27 4.6 15 2.6 7 1,2 588 100.0

Refunding excess loans to students 197 33.1 291 48.9 68 11.3 17 2.8 23 3.8 596 100.0

Financial monitoring and reporting 164 27.6 326 54.7 81 13.6 17 2.8 8 1.4 596 100.0

Recordkeeping/reporting of student Info 215 36.2 265 44.5 84 14.1 24 4.0 7 1.2 596 100.0

Other 10 12.3 14 16.8 7 8.4 0 0 51 62.5 82 100.0

BEST nnpv AVAILABLE



Table 2.2f

Level of Satisfaction with Activities Involved in Administering
the Federal Family Education Loan Program

by Institutional Characteristics

Computer System: All manual processing

Activity Level of Satisfaction

TotalVery Satisfied
Somewhat

Satisfied
Somewhat

Dissatisfied
Very

Dissatisfied Not Applicable

N Pct. N Pct. M Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Keeping up with regulations 106 20.0 213 40.2 121 22.7 85 16.0 5 1.0 530 100.0

Answering general questions about loans 225 42.5 252 47.5 38 7.1 8 1.6 7 1.4 530 100.0
Counseling borrowers while in school 271 51.8 207 39.6 23 4.4 10 2.0 12 2.2 523 100.0

Helping students with loans after school 128 24.5 199 38.3 62 11.9 24 4.6 108 20.7 520 100.0
Processing of loan applications 248 46.8 222 41.9 42 7.9 9 1.7 9 1.7 530 100.0

Receipt of loan funds 282 53.8 198 37.8 34 6.5 4 0.7 7 1.2 525 100.0
Disbursement of loan funds 252 48.1 216 41.2 30 5.8 12 2.3 14 2.6 524 100.0

Refunding excess loans to students 197 37.3 190 36.1 58 11.0 14 2.6 69 13.1 528 100.0
Financial monitoring and reporting 153 29.1 263 49.8 71 13.5 23 4.4 17 3.2 528 100.0
Recordkeeping/reporting of student info 178 33.6 246 46.3 76 14.3 20 3.8 10 1.9 530 100.0
Other 1 3.1 4 10.3 0 0 8 19.5 28 67.1 42 100.0

Computer System: other

Activity Level of Satisfaction

TotalVery Satisfied
Somewhat
Satisfied

Somewhat

Dissatisfied

*ry
Dissatisfied Not Applicable

M Pct. M Pct. M Pct. II Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Keeping up with regulations 45 18.8 98 40.3 55 22.8 42 17.5 1 0.5 242 100.0
Answering general questions *bout loans 102 42.1 104 43.1 28 11.4 7 2.9 1 0.5 242 100.0
Counseling borrowers while in school 125 51.0 94 38.5 26 10.4 0 0 0 0 245 100.0
Helping students with loans after school 78 32.6 95 39.4 39 16.3 26 10.7 2 1.0 241 100.0
Processing of loan applications 92 37.4 117 47.8 29 11.9 7 2.6 0 0 245 100.0
Receipt of loan funds 111 45.5 103 42.1 25 10.4 3 1.0 3 1.1 245 100.0
Disbursement of loan funds 61 26.5 129 55.7 27 11.4 12 5.2 3 1.1 232 100.0
Refunding excess loans to students 61 25.1 118 48.3 36 14.6 18 7.5 11 4.5 245 100.0
Financial monitoring and reporting 79 32.1 113 46.2 41 16.9 9 3.9 2 1.0 245 100.0
Recordkeeping/reportinm of student info 71 28.9 92 37.7 59 23.9 21 8.5 3 1.0 245 100.0
Other 10 24.0 1 3.3 10 24.9 0 0 19 47.9 41 100.0



Table 2.2g

Level of Satisfaction with Activities Involved in Administering
the Federal Family Education Loan Program

by Institutional Characteristics

Number of Lenders: 1 - 2

Activity Level of Satisfaction

TotalVery Satisfied
Somewhat
Satisfied

Somewhat
Dissatisfied

_

Very
Dissatisfied Not Applicable

N Pct. M Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Keeping up with regulations 268 19.6 654 47.8 245 17.9 187 13.6 14 1.0 1368 100.0
Answering general questions-about loans 635 47.2 615 45.7 52 3.9 13 0.9 31 2.3 1345 100.0
Counseling borrowers while in school 663 49.2 555 41.2 64 4.7 26 1.9 40 3.0 1348 100.0
Helping students with loans after school 401 29.9 528 39.4 218 16.2 100 7.4 96 7.1 1343 100.0
Processing of loan applications 679 50.3 563 41.7 69 5.1 20 1.5 20 1.5 1351 100.0
Receipt of loan fundt 723 53.2 551 40.6 38 2.8 19 1.4 27 2.0 1358 100.0
Disbursemlnt of loan funds 612 46.6 559 42.6 81 6.2 32 2.4 30 2.3 1313 100.0
Refunding excess loans to students 468 34.6 539 39.9 167 12.4 36 2.6 142 10.5 1352 100.0
Financial monitoring and reporting 375 27.8 699 51.7 143 10.6 101 7.5 33 2.5 1351 100.0
Recordkeeping/reporting of student info 464 34.2 632 46.5 150 11.0 77 5.7 35 2.6 1358 100.0
Other 11 5.8 16 8.6 21 10.8 24 12.4 120 62.5 193 100.0

Number of Lenders: 3 - 5

Activity Level of Satisfaction

TotalVery Satisfied
Somewhat

Satisfied
Somewhat

Dissatisfied
Very

Dissatisfied Not Applicable

M Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Keeping up with regulations 304 19.0 662 41.3 372 23.2 264 16.5 1 0.1 1603 100.0
Answering general questions about loans 749 46.5 705 43.7 135 8.4 20 1.2 3 0.2 1611 100.0
Counseling borrowers while in school 822 51.3 622 38.8 121 7.6 23 1.4 15 0.9 1604 100.0
Helping students with loans after school 363 22.6 748 46.7 298 18.6 69 4.3 126 7.9 1604 100.0
Processing of loan applications 868 53.9 561 34.9 154 9.6 23 1.4 3 0.2 1609 100.0
Receipt of loan funds 861 53.5 581 36.1 146 9.0 15 0.9 6 0.4 1608 100.0
Disbursement of loin funds 639 41.6 685 44.6 142 C.3 30 2.0 39 2.5 1536 100.0
Refunding excess loans to students ou 30.1 718 44.8 175 10.9 75 4.6 152 9.5 1604 100.0
Financial monitoring and reporting 424 26.4 843 52.5 260 16.2 65 4.0 12 OA 1604 100.0
Recordkeeping/reporting of student info 461 28.7 747 46.5 301 18.7 83 5.2 15 0.9 1607 100.0
Other 34 18.4 21 11.4 o 0 16 8.6 112 61.5 182 100.0

------
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Table 2.29

Level of Satisfaction with Activities Involved in Administering
the Federal Family Education Loan Program

by Institutional Characteristics

Number of Lenders: 6 - 10

Activity Level of Satisfaction

TotalVery Satisfied
Somewhat
Satisfied

Somewhat
Dissatisfied

Very
Dissatisfied Not Applicable

N Pct. N Pct. II Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Keeping up with regulations 168 13.5 557 44.8 300 24.2 218 17.5 o 0 1242 100.0
Answering general questions about loans 473 38.2 642 51.8 111 8.9 11 0.9 2 0.2 1239 100.0
Counseling borrowers while in school 487 39.3 591 47.7 133 10.7 23 1.9 5 0.4 1239 100.0
Helping students with loans after school 233 19.0 585 47.6 241 19.6 68 5.6 103 8.3 1230 100.0
Processing of loan applications 444 35.8 605 48.8 135 10.9 38 3.1 17 1.4 1239 100.0
Receipt of Loan fundt 475 38.4 603 48.7 138 11.2 20 1.6 1 0.1 1237 100.0
Disbursement of loan funds 336 29.6 546 48.1 194 17.1 36 3.1 23 2.0 1135 100.0
Refunding excess loans to students 337 27.4 580 47.0 160 13.0 50 4.1 105 8.5 1232 100.0
Financial monitoring and reporting 264 23.0 674 54.5 212 17.1 37 3.0 30 2.4 1238 100.0
Recordkeeping/reporting of student info 254 20.5 573 46.2 312 25.2 92 7.4 9 0.7 1239 100.0
Other 35 16.8 6 2.9 27 13.1 22 10.4 118 56.8 208 100.0

Number of Lenders: 11 - 20

Activity Levet of Satisfaction

TotalVery Satisfied
Somewhat
Satisfied

Somewhat

Dissatisfied
Very

Dissatisfied Not Applicable

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. M Pct. M Pct.

Keeping up with regulations 77 16.5 138 29.4 169 35.9 86 18.2 0 0 470 100.0
Answering general questions about loans 193 41.1 230 49.0 36 7.6 11 2.3 0 0 470 100.0
Counseling borrowers while in school 199 42.5 219 46.9 40 8.6 10 2.1 0 0 468 100.0
Heiping students with loans after school 72 15.4 232 49.9 113 24.2 34 7.3 15 3.2 465 100.0
Processing of loan applications 181 38.6 191 40.8 75 16.0 22 4.6 0 0 469 100.0
Receipt of loan funds 200 43.0 167 35.9 75 16.1 21 4.4 3 0.6 466 100.0
Disbursement of loan funds 125 29.5 180 42.2 95 22.2 15 3.4 11 2.7 426 100.0
Refunding excess loans to students 114 24.5 240 51.4 64 13.8 24 5.2 24 5.2 467 100.0
Financial monitoring and reporting 80 17.0 269 57.:i 95 20.3 17 3.5 9 1.9 469 100.0
Recordkeeping/reporting of student info 103 21.9 202 43.0 129 27.3 32 6.8 4 1.0 470 100.0
Other 12 15.7 1 1.6 1 1.7 10 12.7 53 68.Y. 77 100.0
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Table 2.2g

Level of Satisfection with Activities Involved in Administering
the Federal Family Education Loan Program

by Institutional Character:sties

Number of Lenders: Over 20

Activity Level of Satisfaction

TotalVery Satisfied
Somewhat
Satisfied

Scaewhat
Dissatisfied

Very
Dissatisfied Not Applicable

M Pct. N Pct. M Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Keeping up with regulations 65 9.9 273 41.8 189 29.0 123 18.8 3 0.4 653 100.0

Answering general questions about loam 203 31.0 360 55.0 70 10.8 20 3.1 1 0.2 654 100.0
Counseling borrowers while in school 185 28.4 330 50.7 80 12.4 53 8.2 2 0.3 651 100.0

Helping students with loans after school 129 19.8 327 50.2 ill 17.1 37 5.7 47 7.2 651 100.0
Processing of loan applications 208 31.8 258 39.4 137 21.0 49 7.5 1 0.2 654 100.0
Receipt of Loan funds 143 21.9 284 43.4 129 19.7 57 8.7 41 6.3 654 100.0
Disbursement of loan funds 89 15.2 236 40.6 145 24.8 60 10.2 53 9.1 582 100.0
Refunding excess loans to students 165 25.4 298 46.0 115 17.8 36 5.6 34 5.2 649 100.0
Financial monitoring and reporting 110 16.9 404 62.0 114 17.5 19 2.9 5 0.8 651 100.0
Recordkeeping/reporting of student info 93 14.3 259 39.6 181 27.8 80 12.2 40 6.1 653 100.0
Other 9 7.8 2 2.1 2 2.1 15 13.3 86 74.7 115 100.0

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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Table 2.2h

Level of Satisfactisn with Activities Involved in Administering
the Federal Family Education Loan Program

by Institutional Characteristics

Number of GAs: 1

Activity Levet of Satisfaction

TotalVery Satisfied
Somewhat

Satisfied
Somewhat

Dissatisfied
Very

Dissatisfied Not Applicable

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. W Pct.

Keeping up with regulations 433 19.3 981 43.6 477 21.2 346 15.4 12 0.5 2248 100.0
Answering general questions about loans 1018 45.5 1049 46.9 121 5.4 29 1.3 22 1.0 2239 100.0
Counseling borrowers while in school 1103 49.5 906 40.6 141 6.3 43 1.9 37 1.7 2230 100.0
Helping students with loans after school 567 25.4 988 44.2 360 16.1 163 7.3 158 7.1 2235 100.0
Processing of loan applications 1137 50.6 889 39.6 158 7.0 34 1.5 26 1.2 2245 100.0
Receipt of loan funds 1162 51.8 904 40.3 131 5.9 23 1.0 22 1.0 2243 100.0
Disbursement of loan funds 918 42.8 994 46.3 149 6.9 39 1.8 47 2.2 2147 100.0
Refunding excess loans to students 717 32.1 988 44.2 258 11.5 69 3.1 204 9.1 2237 100.0
Financial monitoring and reporting 619 27.7 1145 51.3 294 13.2 126 5.7 47 2.1 2232 100.0
Recordkeeping/reporting of student info 720 32.1 1010 45.0 356 15.9 120 5.3 37 1.7 2244 100.0
Other 30 11.2 26 9.6 12 4.6 48 17.9 152 56.7 268 100.0

Number of GAs: 2 - 3

Activity Level of Satisfaction

TotalVery Satisfied
Somewhat

Satisfied
Somewhat

Dissatisfied
Very

Dissatisfied Not Applicable

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Keeping up with regulations 362 17.1 900 42.5 496 23.4 355 16.8 5 0.2 2118 100.0
Answering general questions about loans 910 43.1 982 46.5 185 8.8 20 1.0 13 0.6 2110 100.0
cbunseling borrowers while in school 934 44.1 952 45.0 179 8.5 31 1.5 19 0.9 2115 100.0
Helping students with loans after school 429 20.4 1012 48.2 425 20.2 80 3.8 153 7.3 2099 100.0
Processing of Loan applications 926 44.0 869 41.3 261 12.4 38 1.8 11 0.5 2106 100.0
Receipt of loan funds 952 45.1 870 41.2 243 11.5 36 1.7 11 0.5 2113 100.0
Disbursement of loan funds 692 35.1 860 43.6 322 16.3 59 3.0 41 2.1 1973 100.0
Refunding excess loans to students 610 29.1 943 44.9 273 13.0 81 3.8 191 9.1 2099 100.0
Financial monitoring and reporting 495 23.4 1182 56.0 326 15.4 81 3.9 28 1.3 2112 100.0
Recordkeeping/reporting of stydent info 502 23.8 1020 48.3 439 20.8 127 6.0 23 1.1 2112 100.0
Other 47 14.2 17 5.1 32 9.6 13 4.0 221 67.1 330 100.0

194 BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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Table 2.2h

Levet of Satisfaction with Activities involved in Administering
the Federal Family Education Loan Program

by Institutional Characteristics

Number of GAs: 4 - 5

Activity Level of Satisfaction

TotalVery Satisfied
Somewhat
Satisfied

Somewhat
Dissatisfied

Very
Dissatisfied Not Applicable

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Keeping up with regulations 52 10.3 218 43.4 149 29.8 83 16.6 0 0 502 100.0

Answering general questions about loans 194 38.8 249 49.8 44 8.7 11 2.2 2 0.4 499 100.0

Counseling borrowers while in school 192 38.4 235 47.2 53 10.6 13 2.6 6 1.2 499 100.0

Helping students with loans after school 109 22.2 221 44.9 98 19.8 25 5.1 40 8.1 493 100.0

Processing of loan applications 181 35.9 225 44.7 63 12.4 30 6.0 4 0.9 502 100.0

Receipt of loan funds 186 37.4 219 43.9 64 12.9 26 5.2 3 0.6 498 100.0

Disbursement of loan funds 127 27.8 202 44.3 79 17.3 31 6.9 17 3.8 456 100.0

Refunding excess loans to students 143 28.5 231 46.0 54 10.8 41 8.2 33 6.6 502 100.0

Financial monitoring end reporting 107 21.3 266 53.0 99 19.8 17 3.3 13 2.7 502 100.0

Recordkeeping/reporting of student info 95 19.0 227 45.2 127 25.3 48 9.5 6 1.1 502 100.0

Other 16 17.1 3 3.3 8 8.2 10 10.5 58 60.9 96 100.0

Number of GAs: Over 5

Activity Level of Satisfaction

Very Satisfied

Somewhat

Satisfied

Somewhat

Dissatisfied
Very

Dissatisfied Not Applicable

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Keeping up with regulations 36 7.7 185 39.6 153 32.7 92 19.7 1 0.3

Answering general questions about loans 131 27.9 272 57.8 54 11.5 13 2.? 0 0

Counseling borrowers white in school 127 27.3 226 48.5 66 14.1 47 10.1 0 0

Helping students with loans after school 94 20.1 200 42.9 97 20.9 40 8.6 35 7.5

Processing of loan applications 137 29.1 196 41.7 89 19.0 48 10.2 0 0

Receipt of loan funds 103 21.8 194 41.2 87 18.5 46 9.8 41 8.8
Disbursement of loan funds 65 15.6 151 36.3 106 25.6 43 10.4 50 12.0

Relunding excess loans to students 98 20.9 214 45.7 97 20.8 30 6.3 29 6.2
Financial monitoring and reporting 54 11.5 294 63.0 105 22.4 14 3.1 0 0

Recordkeeping/reporting of student info 58 12.2 156 33.1 149 31.8 69 14.6 39 8.2
Other 8 9.3 1 1.5 0 0 15 18.3 58 70.9

Total

Pct.

468 100.0
471 100.0

466 100.0
467 100.0
470 100.0
471 100.0
415 100.0
467 100.0

467 100.0

470 100.0

82 100.0



Table 2.21

Level of Satisfaction with Activities Involved in Administering
the Federal Family Education Loan Program

by Institutional Characteristics

DL Application: Tear 2 Pa.ticipant

Activity Lcvet of Satisfaction

TotalVery Satisfied
Somewhat
Satisfied

Somewhat
Dissatisfied

Very
Dissatisfied Not Applicable

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Keeping up with regulations 260 20.1 586 45.2 248 19.2 201 15.5 0 0 1296 100.0
Answering general questions about loans 610 47.4 553 43.0 111 8.6 13 1.0 0 0 1287 100.0
Counseling borrowers white in school 604 47.1 538 42.0 101 7.9 22 1.7 17 1.3 1282 100.0
Helping students with loans after school 307 23.8 585 45.4 254 19.7 92 7.1 51 3.9 1288 100.0
Processing of loan applications 588 45.7 463 35.9 175 13.6 55 4.2 7 0.5 1288 100.0
Receipt of loan funds 534 41.4 499 38.7 167 12.9 81 6.3 9 0.7 1289 100.0
Disbursement of loan funds 453 37.6 483 40.0 161 13.3 77 6.4 32 2.7 1206 100.0
Refunding excess loans to students 364 28.3 580 45.1 180 14.0 66 5.1 96 7.5 1286 100.0
Financial monitoring and reporting 352 27.4 649 50.6 208 16.2 54 4.2 20 1.5 1282 100.0
Recordkeeping/reporting of student info 396 30.7 548 42.5 227 17.6 105 8.1 14 1.1 1289 100.0
Other 19 11.0 9 5.3 6 3.5 22 12.3 120 67.8 177 100.0

DL Application: Pending for Year 3

Activity Level of Satisfaction

TotalVery Satisfied
Somewhat
Satisfied

Somewhat

Dissatisfied
Very

Dissatisfied Not Applicable

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Keeping up with regulations 53 15.3 126 36.4 102 29.5 65 18.8 0 0 346 100.0
Answering general questions about loans 133 39.3 177 52.4 24 7.2 4 1.1 0 0 338 100.0
Counseling borrowers while in school 177 51.3 150 43.4 11 3.3 7 2.0 0 0 345 100.0
Helping students with loans after school 89 26.5 155 45.8 70 20.6 11 3.2 13 3.8 338 100.0
Processing of loan applications 141 41.7 155 45.8 36 10.6 6 1.8 0 0 338 100.0
Receipt of loan funds 115 33.5 177 51.4 37 10.6 12 3.4 4 1.1 345 100.0
Dishursemert of loan funds 100 29.9 137 41.2 71 21.2 18 5.3 8 2.4 334 100.0
Refunding excess loans to students 91 26.4 172 50.0 51 14.7 15 4.3 16 4.7 345 100.0
Financial monitoring and reporting 70 20.4 195 56.7 36 10.3 41 11.9 3 0.7 345 100.0
Recordkeeping/reporting of student info 92 26.8 157 45.8 61 17.9 33 9.6 0 0 344 100.0
Other 0 0 1 2.1 20 32.4 15 24.1 25 41.4 61 100.0
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Table 2.21

Level of Satisfaction with Activities Involved in Administering
the Federal Family Education Loan Program

by Institutional Characteristics

DL Application: Will Apply for Year 3

Activity Level of Satisfaction

TotalVery Satisfied
Somewhat
Satisfied

Somewhat

Dissatisfied
Very

Dissatisfied Not Applicable

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. M Pct. N Pct. li Pct.

Keeping up wi^h regulations 42 12.9 158 48.8 63 19.5 54 16.7 7 2.1 324 100.0
Answering general questions about loans 73 22.5 220 67.9 9 2.9 15 4.6 7 2.1 324 100.0
Counseling borrowers white in school 130 40.3 919 37.1 25 7.6 34 10.7 14 4.3 322 100.0
Helping students uith loans after school 100 30.8 135 41.6 67 20.6 13 4.1 9 2.9 324 100.0
Processing of loan applications 145 44.6 134 41.3 32 9.9 7 2.1 7 2.1 324 100.0

Receipt of loan funds 120 37.4 130 40.4 28 8.6 2 0.8 41 12.8 321 100.0
Disbursement of loan funds 79 25.0 165 52.3 22 6.9 6 1.8 44 14.1 315 100.0
Refunding excess loans to students 102 31.6 130 40.0 53 16.3 12 3.6 28 8.5 324 100.0
Financial monitoring and reporting 46 14.3 206 64.0 42 13.2 16 5.0 11 3.5 321 100.0
Recordkeeping/reporting of student info 69 29.2 150 46.3 53 16.4 11 3.3 41 12.7 324 100.0
Other 7 21.3 1 4.1 0 0 0 0 24 74.6 32 100.0

DL Application: Application Rejected

Activity Level of Satisfaction

TotalVery Satisfied
Somewhat
Satisfied

Somewhat

Dissatisfied
Very

Dissatisfied Not Applicable

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Keeping up with regulations 16 14.0 66 55.6 23 19.8 12 10.6 0 0 118 100.0
Answering general questions about loans 39 31.9 80 65.9 3 2.2 0 0 0 0 121 100.0
Counseling borrowers while in school 61 50.2 59 48.7 1 1.1 0 0 0 0 121 100.0
Helping students with loans after school 36 29.5 64 53.3 18 14.9 1 1.1 1 1.2 121 100.0
Processing of loan applications 52 43.4 40 33.0 22 17.8 7 5.7 0 0 121 100.0
Receipt of loan funds 76 62.8 25 20.5 20 16.7 0 0 0 0 121 100.0
Disbursement of loan funds 59 57.7 36 35.0 6 6.0 1 1.3 0 0 103 100.0
Refuoding excess loans to students 58 49.0 53 45.1 3 2.3 4 3.6 0 0 118 100.0
Financial monitoring and reporting 25 20.5 83 68.3 1 1.1 10 7.9 3 2.2 121 100.0
Recordkeeping/reporting of student info 48 39.9 52 42.9 21 17.1 0 0 0 0 121 100.0
Other 0 0 1 6.1 0 0 7 31.3 14 62.6 22 100.0



Table 2.21

Level of Satisfaction with Activities Involved in Administering
the Federal Family Education Loan Program

by Institutional Characteristics

DL Application: No

Activity Levet of Satisfaction .

TotalVery Satisfied
Somewhat
Satisfied

Somewhat
Dissatisfied

Very
Dissatisfied Not Applicable

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Keeping up with regulations 463 16.7 1148 41.5 674 24.4 470 17.0 10 0.4 2766 100.0
Answering general questions about loans 1209 43.8 1285 46.5 210 7.6 36 1.3 23 0.8 2763 100.0
Counseling borrowers while in school 1183 43.0 1240 45.0 249 9.0 61 2.2 22 0.8 2754 100.0
Helping students with loans after school 592 21.6 1207 44.1 493 18.0 171 6.2 275 10.0 2737 100.0
Processing of loan applications 1247 45.0 1186 42.8 250 9.0 59 2.1 27 1.0 2769 100.0
Receipt of loan funds 1339 48.4 1167 42.2 212 7.7 22 0.8 23 0.8 2763 100.0
Disburse:lent of loan funds 942 36.3 1229 47.3 317 12.2 54 2.1 54 2.1 2596 100.0
Refunding excess loans to students 848 30.9 1192 43.4 342 12.5 99 3.6 263 9.6 2745 100.0
Financial monitoring and reporting 694 25.1 1470 53.3 454 16.5 102 3.7 40 1.5 2761 100.0
Recordkeeping/reporting of student info 670 24.2 1279 46.2 604 21.8 173 6.3 41 1.5 2768 100.0
Other 54 13.7 27 6.8 22 5.5 39 9.7 254 64.2 395 100.0

DL Application' Other

Activity Level of Satisfaction

TotalVery Satisfied
Somewhat

Satisfied
Somewhat

Dissatisfied
Very

Dissatisfied Not Applicable

M Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. M Pct.

Keeping up with regulations 47 9.7 199 41.0 164 33.8 74 15.2 1 0.3 486 100.0
Answering general opestions about loans 189 38.9 237 43.8 46 9.5 6 1.3 7 1.4 486 100.0
Counseling borrowers while in school 201 41.4 213 43.8 52 10.7 11 2.2 10 2.0 486 100.0
Helping students with loans after school 75 15.5 274 56.6 79 16.3 20 4.1 36 7.5 485 100.0
Processing of loan applications 207 42.9 201 41.7 56 11.6 17 3.6 1 0.3 483 100.0
Receipt of loan funds 218 45.0 189 39.0 62 12.9 14 2.9 1 0.3 485 100.0
Disbursement of loan funds 168. 38.3 157 35.9 BO 18.2 17 3.8 17 3.8 438 100.0
Refunding excess loans to students 105 21.7 247 50.9 54 11.1 25 5.1 55 11.3 486 100.0
Financial monitoring and reporting 88 18.1 285 58.9 83 17.1 16 3.3 13 2.6 483 100.0
Recordkeeping/reporting of student info 100 20.8 226 47.0 106 21.9 42 8.7 8 1.7 482 100.0
Other 20 23.1 7 7.5 4 4.6 4 4.9 52 59.9 87 100.0
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Table 2.2j

Satisfaction with FFEL AdMinistration Activities
by Satisfaction Prior to July 1994

Prior Satisfaction: 1=Very Satisfied

Activity Satisfaction with Admin. Activities

TotalVery Satisfied
Somewhat
Satisfied

Somewhat
Dissatisfied

Very
Dissatisfied Not Applicable

A Pct. N Pct. A Pct. A Pct. A Pct. N Pct.

Keeping up with regulations 360 29.1 546 44.2 198 16.0 127 10.3 4 0.3 1235 100.0
Answering general questions about loans 711 57.7 471 38.2 36 2.9 6 0.5 7 0.6 1231 100.0
Counseling borrowers while in school 724 58.6 426 34.4 35 2.8 43 3.5 8 0.7 1237 100.0
Helping students with loans after school 433 35.2 529 43.0 132 10.7 40 3.3 96 7.8 1230 100.0
Processing of loan applications ma 65.7 365 29.7 32 2.6 7 0.6 17 1.4 1230 100.0
Receipt of loan funds 792 64.3 366 29.7 25 2.0 7 0.5 42 3.4 1231 100.0
Disbursement of loan funds 643 55.4 402 34.6 59 5.0 4 0.3 54 4.7 1161 100.0
Refunding excess loans to students 601 49.0 406 33.1 110 9.0 15 1.3 93 7.6 1225 100.0
Financial monitoring and reporting 482 39.2 629 51.1 72 5.8 21 1.7 27 2.2 1230 100.0
Recordkeeping/reporting of student info 501 40.8 490 39.9 165 13.5 31 2.5 41 3.3 1228 100.0
Other 29 2.9 24 2.4 10 1.0 15 1.5 917 92.2 995 100.0

Table 2.2j

Satisfaction with FFEL AdMinistration Activities
by Satisfaction Prior to July 1994

Prior Satisfaction: 2

Activity Satisfaction with Admin. Activities

TotalVery Satisfied
Somewhat

Satiseld
Somewhat

Dissatisfied
Very

Dissatisfied Not Applicable

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Keeping up with regulations 293 14.9 973 49.3 460 23.3 246 12.5 3 0.1 1975 100.0
Answering general questions about loans 879 44.7 969 49.2 92 4.7 20 1.0 7 0.4 1967 100.0
Counseling borrowers while in school 904 46.2 862 44.0 136 6.9 21 1.1 35 1.8 1958 100.0
Helping students with loans after school 409 20.9 972 49.6 376 19.2 76 3.9 125 6.4 1957 100.0
Processing of loan applications 973 49.4 831 42.2 146 7.4 16 0.8 3 0.2 1969 100.0
Receipt of loan funds 985 49.9 830 42.1 123 6.2 28 1.4 7 0.4 1972 100.0
Disbursement of loan funds 711 38.0 881 47.1 205 11.0 43 2.3 30 1.6 1869 100.0
Refunding excess loans to students 551 28.1 987 50.2 212 10.8 59 3.0 157 8.0 1966 100.0
Financial monitoring and reporting 500 25.5 1102 56.2 275 14.0 61 3.1 21 1.1 1960 100.0
Recordkeeping/reporting of student info 517 26.2 981 49.7 350 17.7 104 5.3 22 1.1 1973 100.0
Other 26 1.6 8 0.5 19 1.2 30 1.8 1532 94.9 1615 100.0



Table 2.21

Satisfaction with FFEL Administration Activities
by Satisfaction Prior to July 1994

Prior Satisfaction: 3

Activity Satisfaction with Admin. Activities

TotalVery Satisfied
Somewhat

Satisfied
Somewhat

Dissatisfied
Very

Dissatisfied Not Applicable

N Pct. N Pct. M Pct. N Pct. N Pct. 14 Pct.

Keeping up with regulations 199 12.8 615 39.6 476 30.7 252 16.2 10 0.6 1551 100.0
Answering general questions about loans 531 34.4 841 54.4 147 9.5 15 1.0 12 0.8 1546 100.0
Counseling borrowers while in school 573 37.2 781 50.7 143 9.2 25 1.6 19 1.2 1541 100.0
Helping students with loans after school 275 17.9 706 46.0 338 22.0 91 5.9 127 8.3 1535 100.0
Processing of loan applications 476 30.8 797 51.6 216 14.0 36 2.3 19 1.3 1545 100.0
Receipt of loan funds 511 33.1 766 49.6 209 13.6 25 1.6 33 2.1 1544 100.0
Disbursement of loan funds 364 25.5 708 49.7 240 16.9 60 4.2 53 3.7 1425 100.0
Refunding excess loans to students 335 21.8 738 47.9 244 15.9 75 4.9 147 9.6 1539 100.0
Financial monitoring and reporting 262 17.: 875 56.9 291 18.9 69 4.5 41 2.6 1538 100.0
Recordkeeping/reporting of student info 301 19.4 714 46.1 398 25.7 103 6.6 34 2.2 1550 100.0
Other 30 2.3 12 0.9 25 1.9 19 1.5 1207 93.4 1292 100.0

Table 2.21

Satisfaction with FFEL Administration Activities
by Satisfaction Prior to July 1994

Prior Satisfaction: 4

Activity Satisfaction with Admin. Activities

TotalVery Satisfied
Somewhat

Satisfied
Somevhat

Dissatisfied
Very

Dissatisfied Not Applicable

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Ftt.

Keeping up with regulations 30 7.1 134 32.2 98 23.5 155 37.2 o 0 416 100.0
Answering general questions about loans 97 23.4 216 51.8 93 22.3 10 2.4 0 0 416 100.0
Counseling borrowers while in school 93 22.3 224 53.9 79 18.9 20 4.9 0 0 416 100.0
Helping students with loans after school 64 15.5 154 37.1 116 27.8 60 14.5 21 5.1 416 100.0
Processing of loan applications 84 20.2 157 37.8 122 29.3 53 12.7 0 0 416 100.0
Receipt of loan funds 88 21.0 160 38.3 124 29.8 44 10.7 1 0.3 417 100.0
Disbursement of loan funds 52 13.5 154 40.1 116 30.2 47 12.3 15 3.9 384 100.0
Refunding excess loans to students 77 18.6 194 46.6 74 17.9 37 La 34 8.1 416 100.0
Financial monitoring and reporting 34 8.2 215 51.7 119 28.6 44 10.5 4 1.1 416 100.0
Recordkeeping/reporting of student info 32 7.7 169 40.7 130 31.3 83 20.0 1 0.3 416 100.0
Other 11 3.1 1 0.4 o o 10 2.8 338 93.8 361 100.0
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Table 2.21

Satisfaction with FFEL Administration Activities
by Satisfaction Prior to July 1994

Prior Satisfaction: SzVery Dissatisfied

Activity . Satisfaction with Admin. Activities

TotalVery Satisfied
i

Somewhat

Satisfied

Somewhat

Dissatisfied

Very
Dissatisfied Not Applicable

M Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Keeping yp with regulations 14 8.5 32 19.0 41 24.3 82 48.3 0 0 170 100.0

Answering general questions about loans 30 17.9 73 43.3 43 25.4 23 13.5 0 0 169 100.0

Counseling borrowers while in school 52 31.8 47 29.0 47 29.0 17 10.3 0 0 163 100.0

Helping students with loans after school 30 17.6 59 35.0 36 21.0 34 20.2 11 6.2 170 100.0

Processing of loan applications 36 21.5 41 24.3 53 31.8 37 22.3 0 0 167 100.0

Receipt of loan funds 30 17.7 63 37.9 40 23.7 35 20.8 0 0 167 100.0

Disbursement of loan funds 31 22.2 52 36.8 28 19.8 22 15.5 8 5.7 141 100.0

Refunding excess loans to students 19 11.5 67 40.1 39 23.3 28 16.6 14 8.5 167 100.0

Financial monitoring and reporting 16 9.6 62 36.3 60 35.2 32 18.8 0 0 170 100.0

Recordiveeping/reporting of student info 22.5 57 34.4 30 18.4 40 24.0 1 0.7 166 100.0

Other 6 3.9 0 0 0 0 12 8.1 128 88.1 146 100.0
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Table 2.2k

Satisfaction with FFEL Administration Activities
by Current FFEL Satisfaction Level

Current Satisfaction: livery Satisfied

Activity Satisfaction with Admin. Activities

Somewhat Somewhat Very

1

Very Satisfied Satisfied Dissatisfied Dissatisfied Not Applicable 9 Total

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Keeping up with regulations 429 29.6 646 44.6 242 16.7 127 8.8 3 0.2 3 0.2 1449 100.0

Answering general questions about luans 835 57.9 530 36.7 51 3.5 11 0.8 16 1.1 0 0 1443 100.0

Counseling borrowers while in school 827 57.2 538 37.2 47 3.2 21 1.5 12 0.8 2 0.2 1447 100.0
Helping students with loans after school 451 31.3 686 47.6 151 10.5 53 3.7 99 6.8 1 0.1 1442 100.0

Processing of loan applications 930 64.5 451 31.3 36 2.5 6 0.4 18 1.3 0 0 1441 100.0

Receipt of loan funds 946 65.7 459 31.8 24 1.7 4 0.3 7 0.5 o 0 1440 100.0

Disbursement of loan funds 752 55.5 509 37.6 62 4.6 10 0.7 21 1.6 o 0 1354 100.0

Refunding excess loans to students 640 44.7 540 37.7 126 8.8 18 1.3 105 7.4 3 0.2 1431 100.0

Financial monitoring and reporting 587 40.7 725 50.2 86 6.0 22 1.5 22 1.5 o 0 1442 100.0
Recordkeeping/reporting of student info 581 40.4 635 44.2 173 12.0 43 3.0 5 0.4 o 0 1437 100.0

Other 32
1

2.8 23 2.0
1

11 1.0 17 1.5 1043 92.6 o 0 1126 100.0

Table 2.2k

Satisfaction with FFEL Administration Activities
by Current FFEL Satisfaction Level

Current Satisfaction: 2

Activity Satisfaction with AdMin. Activities

TotalVery Satisfied
Somewhat
Satisfied

Somewhat
Dissatisfied

Very
Dissatisfied Not Applicable 9

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. M Pct. 11 Pct. N Pct.

Keeping up with regulations 352 15.7 1094 48.6 534 23.7 270 12.0 0 o o 0 2251 100.0
Answering general questions about loans 989 44.0 1137 50.5 93 4.1 17 0.7 14 0.6 0 0 2249 100.0
Counseling borrowers while in school 1009 45.1 1025 45.8 153 6.8 18 0.8 32 1.4 0 0 2237 100.0
Helping students with loans after school 497 22.1 1077 48.0 436 19.4 61 2.7 171 7.6 3 0.1 2244 100.0
Processing of loan applications 1046 46.4 1010 44.8 173 7.6 26 1.2 1 0.1 o 0 2255 100.0
Receipt of loan funds 1066 47.3 991 44.0 167 7.4 11 0.5 16 0.7 3 0.1 2255 100.0
Disbursement of loan funds 762 36.0 1016 68.0 269 12.7 36 1.7 34 1.6 o 0 2117 100.0
Refunding excess loans to students 620 27.5 1122 49.9 247 11.0 61 2.7 194 8.6 6 0.3 2250 100.0
Financial monitoring and reporting 537 24.1 1307 58.6 290 13.0 60 2.7 37 1.7 0 0 2232 100.0
Recordkeeping/reporting of student info 558 '24.7 1108 49.1 437 19.4 122 5.4 31 1.4 o 0 2255 100.0
Other 47 2.6 15 0.8 16 0.9 28 1.6 1718 94.2 0 0 1824 100.0
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Table 2.2k

Satisfaction with FFEL AdMinistration Activities
by Current FFEL Satisfaction Level

Current Satisfaction: 3

Activity Satisfaction with Admin. Activities

Totalvery Satisfied
Somewhat
Satisfied

Somewhat
Dissatisfied

Very
Dissatisfied Not Applicable 9

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Keeping up with regulations 120 9.1 530 40.3 370 28.2 284 21.6 11 0.8 0 0 1315 100.0
Answering general questions about loans 408 31.3 709 54.2 166 12.7 12 0.9 12 0.9 0 0 1307 100.0
Counseling borrowers while in school 444 34.1 651 50.0 132 10.1 58 4.5 17 1.3 0 0 1302 100.0
Helping students with loans after school 253 19.5 565 43.6 290 22.4 105 8.1 80 6.2 3 0.2 1296 100.0
Processing of loan applications 409 31.4 612 46.9 241 18.4 26 2.0 18 1.4 0 0 1306 100.0
Receipt of loan funds 418 31.8 581 44.2 214 16.3 45 3.4 56 4.3 0 0 1314 100.0
Disbursement of loan funds 311 25.1 556 44.9 218 17.6 70 5.7 81 6.5 3 0.2 1240 100.0
Refunding excess loans to students 282 21.6 623 47.7 202 15.4 72 5.5 127 9.7 0 0 1306 100.0
Financial monitoring and reporting 174 13.3 736 56.3 291 22.3 76 5.8 31 2.4 0 0 1308 100.0
Recordkeeping/reporting of student info 234 17.8 566 43.1 361 27.5 87 6.6 64 4.9 0 0 1313 100.0
Other 11 1.0 9 0.9 22 2.1 21 1.9 1028 94.1 0 0 1092 100.0
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Table 2.2k

Satisfaction with FFEL Administration Activities
by Current FFEL Satisfaction Level

Current Satisfaction: 4

Activity Satisfaction wfth Admin. Activities

TotalVery Satisfied
Somewhat
Satisfied

SomeWhat

Dissatisfied
Very

Dissatisfied Not Applicable

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Keeping up with regulations 28 7.2 95 25.0 117 30.9 140 36.9 0 0 380 100.0
Answering general questions about loans 79 21.0 205 54.6 71 18.8 21 5.6 0 0 376 100.0
Counseling borrowers while in school 96 25.7 164 43.7 96 25.5 19 5.0 0 0 375 100.0
Helping students with loans after school 45 11.9 123 32.8 122 32.5 66 17.5 20 5.4 375 100.0
Processing of loan applications 62 16.5 158 42.0 92 24.3 63 16.6 2 0.6 377 100.0
Receipt of loan funds 56 14.9 176 47.1 89 23.7 53 14.3 0 0 374 100.0
Disbursement of loan funds 38 11.2 173 50.3 87 25.2 39 11.4 6 1.8 343 100.0
Refunding excess loans to students 66 17.8 145 38.7 91 24.3 37 9.8 35 9.4 374 100.0
Financial monitoring and reporting 25 6.6 172 45.4 133 35.1 49 13.0 0 0 380 100.0
Recordkeeping/reporting of student info 44 11.6 162 42.9 89 23.4 81 21.5 3 0.7 379 100.0
Other 9 2.9 1 0.4 3 0.9 8 2.5 300 93.3 322 100.0

:t.

100.0
100.0

100.0
100.0

100.0

100.0
100.0
100.0

100.0
100.0
100.0



Current Satisfaction: 5=Very Dissatisfied

Table 2.2k

Satisfaction with FFEL Administration Activities
by Current FFEL Satisfaction Level

Activity Satisfaction with Admin. Activities

TotalVery Satisfied
Somewhat

Satisfied
Somewhat

Dissatisfied
Very

Dissatisfied Not Applicable

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. M Pct. N Pct.

Keeping up with regulations 10 9.6 13 12.7 30 28.3 52 49.4 0 0 105 100.0
Answering general questions about loans 21 19.7 40 38.4 31 29.4 13 12.4 0 0 105 100.0
Counseling borrowers while in school 28 27.0 30 28.1 30 28.7 17 16.3 0 0 105 100.0
Helping students with loans after school 7 6.6 25 23.8 25 23.8 30 28.2 18 17.6 105 100.0
Processing of loan applications 8 7.5 24 23.1 43 42.2 28 27.2 0 0 102 100.0
Receipt of loan funds 12 12.0 42 40.8 23 22.6 25 24.6 0 0 102 100.0
Disbursement of loan funds 3 4.0 30 38.1 16 19.9 22 28.0 8 10.1 80 100.0
Refunding excess loans to students 1 1.1 33 31.5 32 30.4 29 27.5 10 9.6 105 100.0
Financial monitoring and reporting 7 6.2 32 30.8 30 28.2 37 34.7 0 0 105 100.0
Recordkeeping/reporting of student info 12 12.0 23 22.5 35 34.4 32 31.1 0 0 102 100.0
Other 3 2.9 0 0 3 3.3 11 12.6 70 81.1 86 100.0
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Table 2.3

Level of Work Reqpired to Administer this Program

Alt Institutions N Pet.

--4]-11

23.51

37.31

26.0i

100.0

Level of Work

Very easy
Relatively easy
Moderate
Relatively labor intensive

Very labor intensive
Total

382
1320

2095
1462

357
5616

216



Table 2.3a

Level of Work Required to Administer this Program
by Type and Control

Type and Control of Institution

4 yr pUblic 2 yr public 4 yr private 2 yr private Proprietary
,

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pcc.

Level of Work
Very easy 11 2.1 59 5.0 82 6.2 51 9.3 178 8.8

Relatively easy 93 17.4 229 19.4 290 21.8 175 31.9 533 26.3

Moderate 144 26.9 382 32.4 495 37.2 221 40.3 853 42.1

Relatively labor intensive 214 40.1 399 33.9 369 27.8 90 16.4 389 19.2

Very labor intensive 72 13.4 109 9.2 92 7.0 11 2.1 73 3.6

Total 535 100.0 1178 100.0 1328 100.0 550 100.0 2025 100.0

Table 2.3b

Level of Work Required to AdMinistee this Program
by loan volume

loan Volume

$1,000,000 or
less

$1,000,000 to
$5,000,000

$5,000,000 to
$10,000,000

$10,000,000 to
$20,000,000 $20,000,000 +

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Level of Work
Very easy 278 8.3 84 5.3 6 1.8 7 3.7 6 5.1

Relatively easy 876 26.2 296 18.5 84 24.1 45 22.2 18 14.8
Moderate 1279 38.3 623 38.8 92 26.4 63 31.1 38 31.4
Relatively labor intensive 759 22.7 471 29.4 130 37.2 58 28.7 43 35.7
Very labor intensive 147 4.4 129 8.0 37 10.5 29 14.3 16 13.1

Total 3339 100.0 1604 100.0 350 100.0 202 100.0 122 100.0
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Table 2.3c

Level of Work Required to Administer this Program
by Aid Office Structure

Structure

1 campus, 1
office

Separate
offices

Mutt. campus,
1 office Other

N Pct.
-

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Level of Work
Very easy 232 6.3 58 8.1 79 8.0 13 7.4
Relatively easy 843 22.8 224 31.5 224 22.8 27 14.6
Moderate 1422 38.4 256 36.1 340 34.6 71 38.6
Relatively tabor intensive 985 26.6 133 18.8 249 25.4 64 35.1
Very labor intensive 220 39 5.5 90 9.2 8 4.3
Total 3702 100.0 710 100.0 982 100.01 183 100.0

2:
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Table 2.34

Levet of Work Required to AdMinister this Program
by EFT Usage

EFT Usage

Yes No

Pct. N Pct.

Levet of Work
Very easy 60 6.3 322 7.0
Relatively easy 212 22.1 1103 23.9
Moderate 373 38.9 1704 36.9
Relatively labor intensive 257 26.8 1184 25.7
Very labor intensive 56 5.9 300 6.5
Total 959 100.0 4613 100.0

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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Table 2.3e

Level of Work Required to Administer this Program
by EDExpress Usage

E0Express Usage

Yes No

N Pct. II Pct.

Level of Work
Very easy 149 6.3 232 7.3

Relatively easy 536 22.7 762 23.9

Moderate 551 36.0 1229 38.5

Relatively labor intensive 663 28.0 777 24.4

Very labor intensive 167 7.1 189 5.9

1Total 2367 100.0 3189 100.0

(1' 4) ,4
1



Table 2.3f

Level of Work Required to Administer this Program
by Computer System

Computer System

Mainframe only
Both mainframe

and PC PC only
- Contracted

servicer

Ali manual
processing Other

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Level of Work
Very easy 12 3.9 90 4.2 138 8.0 53 8.5 62 11.1 28 11.4

Relatively easy 63 20.0 431 20.4 475 27.5 140 22.3 156 28.0 45 18.5

Moderate 102 32.5 708 33.5 700 40.5 261 41.6 229 41.1 85 35.0

Relatively labor intensive 105 33.4 702 33.2 333 19.3 146 23.2 84 15.1 78 31.9

1mry labor intensive 32 10.2 181 8.6 83 4.8 28 4.4 26 4.7 8 3.1

Total 313 100.0 2110 100.0 1729 100.0 629 100.0 557 100.0 244 100.0

BEST COPY AVAILABLF
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Table 2.3g

Level of Work Required to Administer this Program
by Number of Lenders

Number of Lenders

1-2 3 5 6-10 11-20 Over 20

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Cevel of Work

Very easy 155 10.9 146 8.7 58 4.5 10 1.9 13 2.0

Relatively easy 3113 26.9 419 24.8 287 22.2 96 19.4 123 18.5

Moderate 591 41.6 633 37.4 464 35.8 192 38.8 204 30.8

Relatively tabor intensive 223 15.7 434 25.6 389 30.1 161 32.6 229 34.6

Very labor intensive 69 4.8 59 3.5 98 36 7.2 94 14.1

Total 1421 100.0 1691 100.0 1296 100.0
1

494 100.0 663 100.0

Table 2.3h

Level of WOrk Required to Administer this Program
by Number of Guarantee Agencies

Number of Guarantee Agencies

1 2 3 4-5 Over 5

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Level of Work
Very easy 203 8.7 159 7.2 11 2.1 9 1.8

Relatively easy 619 26.4 472 21.4 121 23.6 95 18.9
Moderate 934 39.8 824 37.4 173 33.8 154 30.7
Relatively labor intensive 479 20.4 634 28.8 147 28.7 171 34.1

Very labor intensive 109 4.7 112 5.1 61 11.8 73 14.5

Total 2345 100.0 2201 100.0 513 100.0 501 100.0



Table 2.31

Level of Work Required to AdMinister this Program
by DL Application Decision

DL Application Decision

Year 2
Participant

Pending for
Year 3

Witt Apply for
Year 3

Application
Rejected No Other

N Pct. N 1 Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Level of Work
Very easy 104 7.9 11 3.2 10 3.2 8 6.8 220 7.7 15 3.0
Relatively easy 275 20.8 52 14.8 57 17.7 56 46.4 728 25.5 107 21.8
Moderate 468 35.4 144 41.5 151 46.4 11 9.1 1087 38.0 181 36.8
Relatively labor intensive 369 27.9 118 33.9 87 26.9 26 21.6 678 23.7 155 31.5
Very labor inter.sive 107 8.1 23 6.6 19 5.9 19 16.0 146 5.1 34 6.9
Total 1323 100.0 348 100.0 324 100.0 121 100.0 2860 100.0 491 100.0



Table 2.3j

Levet of Effort by Satisfection with FFEL Program Prior to July 1, 1994

Level of Effort to Administer the
FFEL Program

Level of Satisfaction Prior to July 1994
,

1=Very 5=Very
Satisfied 2 3 4 Dissatisfied Not Applicable Total

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Very easy 170 45.8 91 24.6 94 25.3 10 2.6 6 1.7 0 0 371 100.0
Relatively easy 397 32.1 493 39.9 298 24.1 32 2.6 12 1.0 4 0.3 1237 100.0
Moderate 480 24.1 809 40.5 581 29.1 101 5.1 24 1.2 0 0 1995 100.0
Relatively labor intensive 152 11.0 506 36.5 465 33.6 205 14.8 55 4.0 2 0.2 1386 100.0
Very labor intensive 32 9.3 78 22.8 93 27.3 67 19.5 72 21.1 0 0 343 100.0

Table 2.3k

Level of Effort by Current Satisfaction with FFEL Program

Level of Effort to Administer the
FFEL Program

Current Level of Satisfaction

1=Very 5=Very
Satisfied 2 3 4 Dissatisfied Not Applicable Total

N Pct. N Pct. M Pct. M Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Very easy 221 59.3 75 20.1 64 17.1 10 2.6 3 0.9 0 0 373 100.0
Relatively easy 501 38.8 577 44.7 179 13.9 27 2.1 4 0.3 3 0.2 1291 100.0
Moderate 503 24.4 932 45.2 514 25.0 97 4.7 16 0.8 0 0 2061 100.0
Relatively labor intensive 214 15.0 570 40.1 444 31.2 163 11.5 31 2.2 0 0 1421 100.0
Very labor intensive 24 7.1 84 25.1 98 29.2 78 23.1 52 15.5 0 0 336 100.0
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Table 2.4

Time (in Minutes) Required to Process a Loan
with EFT & Manual Procedures

Case Procedure

EFT Manuel

MEAN STD MEAN STD

Best 29.4 54.2 49.9 79.8

Average 41.9 74.3 68.3 98.0

Worst 69.0 93.9 112.8 135.4
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Table 2.4a

Time (in Minutes) Required to Process a Loan
with EFT & Manua! ProcedUres

by Institutional Characteristics

Type 8 Control: 4-Year Public

Case Procedure

EFT Manual

MEAN $TD MEAN STD
,

Best 20.9 34.1 32.5 40.5

Average 33.9 55.1 50.5 61.2

Worst 66.1 72.4 89.9 82.0

Type & Control: 2-Year Public

Case Procedure

EFT Manual

MEAN STD MEAN STD

Best 28.4 32.7 54.2 78.8

Average 36.3 64.2 79.0 108.8

Worst 63.7 57.3 115.5 133.3

Type & Control: 4-Year Private

Case Procedure

EFT Manual

MEAN $TD MEAN STD

Best 23.0 50.5 37.8 63.5
Average 31.6 52.8 53.8 79.9
Worst 63.3 93.9 101.7 133.4

Type & Control: 2-Year Private

Case Procedure

EFT Manual

MEAN STD MEAN STD

Best 29.1 42.6 53.0 64.3
Average 46.1 73.7 71.5 90.5
Worst 85.0 110.5 117.2 117.5

Type & Control: Proprietary

Case Procedure

EFT Manual

MEAN STD MEAN $TD

Best 48.0 79.6 57.0 110.7
Average 66.6 119.9 74.2 120.5
Worst 75.5 108.9 123.5 175.7
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Table 2.4b

Time (in Minutes) Required to Process a Loan
with EFT & Manual Procedures

by Institutional Characteristics

Loan Volume: $1,000,000 or less

Case Procedure

EFT Manual

MEAN STD MEAN STD

Best 50.2 97.4 57.3 104.7

Average 65.9 136.3 76.5 126.5

Worst 83.8 137.0 124.1 173.0

Loan Volume: $1,000,00145,000,000

Case Procedure

EFT Manual

MEAN STD MEAN STD

Best 24.5 51.5 38.9 54.4
Average 33.4 56.6 57.1 71.7
Worst 64.1 93.9 97.7 106.4

Loan Volume: s5,000,001-s1am0m0

Case Procedure

EFT Manual

NEAN STD MEAN STD

Best 21.9 36.2 35.8 40.3
Average 38.5 71.9 55.6 67.5
Worst 66.1 84.8 106.3 102.1

Loan Volume: $10,000,0001-$20,000,000

Case Procedure

EFT Manual

MEAN STD MEAN STD

Best 22.8 26.5 31.0 38.8
Average 35.1 49.2 47.0 60.7
Wbrst 61.6 58.1 81.2 80.5

Loan Volume: over $20,000,000

Case Procedure

EFT Manual

MEAN STD MEAN STD

Best 13.2 16.1 24.2 23.3
Average 22.5 24.1 38.5 36.7
Worst 50.7 42.0 81.8 67.4
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Table 2.4c

Time (in Minutes) Required to Process a Loan
with EFT & Manual Procedures

by institutional Characteristics

Aid Office Stucture: 1 campus, 1 office

Case Procedure

-------
EFT Manual

MEAN STD MEAN STD

Best 28.9 57.2 47.6 77.4

Average 39.9 74.4 65.8 97.5

Worst 66.8 86.8 112.7 139.5

Aid Office Stucture: Separate offices

Case Procedure

EFT Manual

MEAN STD MEAN STD

Nest 25.5 46.2 55.1 85.7
Average 39.2 73.7 72.4 93.9
Worst 66.5 81.7 107.0 1E0.7

Aid Office Stucture: Ault. campus, 1 office

Case Procedure
,

EFT Manuel

MEAN STD MEAN STD

Best 30.2 42.2 47.5 68.1
Average 46.0 72.1 67.6 92.8
Worst 72.5 111.9 111.3 129.2

Aid Office Stqcture. Other

Case Procedure

EFT Manual

MEAN STD MEAN STD
,

test 47.2 66.8 66.9 89.6
Average 55.0 63.2 100.2 109.7
Worst 64.7 48.0 149.2 129.6
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Table 2.4d

Time (in Minutes) Required to Process a Loan
with EFT & Manual Procedures

by Institutional Characteristics

EFT Admin: Yes

Case Procedure

EFT Manual

MEAN STD MEAN STD

Best 29.4 53.5 38.2 54.4

Average 41.5 73.4 56.9 85.1

Worst 67.7 89.3 99.5 125.4

EFT Admin: No

Case Procedure

EFT Manual

MEAN STD MEAN STD

Best o 0 51.3 82.3

Average 50.2 83.7 70.1 99.7

WOrst 76.9 106.3 115:6 137.6
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Table 2.4e

Time (in Minutes) Required to Process a Loan
with EFT & Manual Procedures

by Institutional Characteristics

Uses EDExpress Software: Yes

Case Procedure

EFT Manual

MEAN STD MEAN STD

Best 29.3 55.1 44.9 71.2
Average 42.5 80.1 63.2 88.6
Worst 63.7 79.2 103.7 124.4

Uses EDExpress Software: No

Case Procedure

EFT Manual

MEAN STD MEAN STD

Best 29.7 51.5 52.3 82.4
Average 40.4 64.0 71.4 103.4
Worst 73.0 100.2 119.8 143.2
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Table 2.4f

Time (in Minutes) Required to Process a Lox:
with EFT & Manual Procedures

by instituflonal Characteristics

Ccmputer System: Mainframe only

Case Procedure

EFT Manua!

MEAN STD MEAN STD

Best 33.7 81.7 33.9 42.5

Average 27.7 26.1 55.2 67.9

Worst 59.0 53.2 96.4 96.8

Computer system: Both mainframe and PC

Case Procedure

EFT Manuel

MEAN STD MEAN STD

Best

_

24.6 43.0 43.9 67.8

Average 39.1 76.5 61.6 83.2

Worst 62.9 80.2 104.7 118.6

Computer System: PC onLy

Case Procedure
----

EFT Manual

MEAN STD MEAN $TD

Best 36.1 62.9 49.4 81.6

Average 49.5 82.4 68.7 106.8

Worst 77.5 116.6 116.2 156.2

Computer System: Contracted servicer

Case Procedure

EFT Manual
,

MEAN STD MEAN STD

Best 34.4 60.8 63.6 125.5

Average 48.3 79.6 79.8 131.2

Worst 67.4 111.1 131.7 183.6

Computer System: All manual processing

Case Procedure

EFT Manual

MEAN STD MEAN STD

Best 12.8 12.8 56.3 87.1

Average 16.9 19.2 79.4 121.9

Worst 40.3 34.1 117.6 136.5
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Table 2.4f

Time (in Minutes) Required to Process a Loan
with EFT & Manual Procedures

by Institutional Characteristics

Computer System: Other

Case Procedure

EFT Manual

MEAN STD MEAN STD

Best 28.5 30.2 57.1 74.9

Average 43.1 52.6 74.4 98.9

Worst 90.6 101.0 120.6 141.9
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Table 2.49

Time (in Minutes) Required to Process a Loan
with EFT & Manual Procedures

by Institutional Characteristics

Number of Lenders: 1 - 2

Case Procedure

EFT Manual

MEAN STD MEAN STD

Best 55.2 100.8 62.0 123.5

Average 82.0 163.0 78.5 129.9

Worst 71.7 99.1 129.0 184.6

Number of Lenders: 3 - 5

Case Procedure

EFT Manual

MEAN STD MEAN STD

Best 29.7 60.6 49.5 73.9

Average 35.7 56.4 67.3 91.0

Worst 71.0 100.5 113.1 126.2

umber of Lenders: 6 - 10

Came Procedure

EFT Manual

MEAN STD MEAN STD

Best 24.4 38.6 44.9 65.7

Average 39.6 68.9 66.7 96.6

Worst 61.0 73.4 107.3 126.4

Number of Lenders: 11 - 20

Case Procedure

EFT Manual

MEAN STD MEAN STD

Best 32.5 58.2 39.8 55.9

Average 44.4 78.7 60.1 87.6

Worst 69.5 93.6 98.2 102.1

Number of Lenders: Over 20

Case Procedure

EFT Manual

MEAN STD MEAN STD

Best 21.1 20.5 36.3 44.8

Average 31.8 33.8 55.6 70.7

WOrst 67.6 85.7 101.5 126.1
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Table 2.4h

Time (in Minutes) Required to Process a Loan
with EFT & Manual Procedures

by Institutional Characteristics

umber of GAs: 1

Case Procedure

EFT Manual

MEAN STD MEAN STD

Best 38.0 64.9 56.6 98.4

Average 55.7 103.9 74.8 111.3

Worst 62.4 85.6 119.5 148.8

Number of GAs: 2 - 3

Case Procedure

EFT Manual

MEAN STD MEAN STD

Best 30.9 58.2 45.7 68.6
Average 39.9 67.5 63.1 88.8
Worst 74.5 101.0 108.7 130.2

Number of GAs: 4 - 5

Case Procedure

EFT Manual

MEAN STD MEAN STD

Best 24.4 45.2 41.9 56.8
Average 38.0 67.6 68.2 98.4
Worst 64.5 78.3 105.5 117.0

Number of GAit: Over 5

Case Procedure

EFT Manual

MEAN STD MEAN STD

Best 18.3 20.7 37.0 47.2
Average 29.6 35.7 57.1 74.0
Worst 59.2 68.3 109.6 129.5
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Table 2.41

Time (in Minutes) Required to Process a Loan
with EFT & Manual Procedures

by Institutional Characteristics

DL Application: Year 2 Participant

Case Procedure

EFT Manual

MEAN STD MEAN STD

Best 33.6 43.8 50.8 81.7
Average 48.6 69.0 67.9 94.1

Worst 78.2 92.0 115.6 129.1

DI. Application: Pending for Year 3

Case Procedure

I EFT Manual

MEAN STD MEAN STD

Best 57.2 89.5 58.5

,

95.8
Average 83.3 119.6 80.8 122.1
Worst 107.4 117.7 133.1 169.6

CIL Application: Will Apply for Year 3

Case Procedure

EFT Manual

MEAN STD MEAN STD

Best 28.8 27.2 62.9 100.9
Average 47.7 56.5 80.0 116.3
Worst 74.6 77.5 136.7 197.0

DL Application: Application Rejected

Case Procedure

EFT Manual

MEAN STD MEAN STD

Best 5.0 0 59.8 115.2
Average 10.0 0 78.6 122.0
Worst 30.0 0 123.4 151.7

DL Application: No

Case Procedure

EFT Manual

MEAN STD MEAN i STD

Best
Average
Worst

27.1

36.7
59.9

58.1

74.7
86.7

46.c 72.9

95.2
109.0 130.3
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Table 2.4i

Time (in Minutes) Required to Process a Loan
with EFT & Manual Procedures

by Institutional Characteristics

DL Application: Other

Case ProcedUre

EFT Manual

MEAN STD MEAN STD

Best 15.9 14.6 39.4 52.4

Average 23.1 22.1 58.0 76.9

Worst 60.5 78.2 93.5 99.8
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Table 3.1

Number of Lenders

All institutions N Pct.

Number of Lenders

1 2 1427 25.3

3 - 5 1704 30.3

6 - 10 1311 23.3

11 - 20 502 8.9

Over 20 688 12.2

Total 5631 100.0



Table 3.2

Distribution of PorLion of Loan Volume
Handled by Primary Lender

All Institutions N Pct.

Portion (X)
0 < p <= 20 348 7.1

20 < p <= 40 1027 21.0

40 < p <= 60 1041 21.3

60 < p <= 80 958 19.6

80 < p <= 100 1522 31.1

Total 4897 100.0
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Table 3.3

Number of Guarantee Agencies

All Institutions N Pct.

Number of GAs

1 2350 41.7

2 - 3 2249 . 39.9

4 - 5 523 9.3

Over 5 508 9.0

Total 5629 100.0



Table 3.4

Distribution of Portion of Loan Volume
Handled by Primary Guarantee Agency

,--
All Institutions N Pct.

Portion (%)

0 < p <= 20 37 0.7
20 < p <= 40 100 1.8
40 < p <= 60 464 8.5

60 < p <= 80 943 17.3

80 < p <= 100 3905 71.7
Total 5448 100.0
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Table 3.50

mean Ratings by Type of Material or Training

Received from the Department of Education

All Institutions Timeliness Usefulness

Rating Rating

MEAN MEAN

Materials/Training
Software 2.1 2.1

Telephone support 2.4 2.2

Information 2.6 2.2

Training sessions 2.2 2.1

Counseling materials 2.1 2.1

Tette 3.5b

Counts of Institutions that Received

Materials or Training from the Department of Education

All Institutions Received

No Yes Total

N N N

Software 3053 2485 5537

Telephone Support 1974 3582 5557

Information 307 5291 5598

Training Sessions 1166 4440 5606

Counseling Materials 2185 3388 5573



Table 3.5c

Ratings of Timeliness by Type of Material or Training
Received from the Department of Education

All Institutions
Timeliness Rating

Total
I 2 3 4 5

N Pct N Pct W Pct N Pct W Pct N Pct

Software 913 38.8 707 30.1 507 21.6 137 5.8 88 3.7 2352 100.0Telephone Support 957 27.1 983 27.8 943 26.7 368 10.4 282 8.0 3533 100.0Information 1168 22.4 1418 27.2 1500 28.7 710 13.6 427 8.2 5222 100.0Training Sessions 1435 33.0 1289 29.6 1067 24.5 359 8.3 200 4.6 4350 100.0Counseling Materials 1212 36.4 1021 30.6 764 22.9 218 6.5 118 3.6 3333 100.0

Table 3.5d

Ratings of Usefulness by Type of Material or Training
Received from the Department of Education

All Institutions
Usefulness Rating

Total
1 2 3 4 5

M Pct N Pct II Pct M Pct N Pct M Pct

Software 965 42.1 581 25.4 402 17.5 165 7.2 179 7.8 2292 100.0Telephone Support 1338 38.2 863 24.6 779 22.3 344 9.8 179 5.1 3502 100.0Informmtion 1940 37.4 1430 27.6 1110 21.4 513 9.9 191 3.7 5184 100.0Training Sessions 1590 36.8 1308 30.3 922 21.3 306 7.1 193 4.5 4318 100.0Counseling Materials 1379 41.9 888 27.0 654 19.9 229 7.0 143 4.3 3294 100.0
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Table 3.6a

Mean Ratings by Type of Material or Training
Received from Primary Lenders

Ail Institutions Timeliness Usefulness

Rating Rating

MEAN MEAN

Materials/Training
Software 1.6 1.7

Telephone stmport 1.6 1.6

Information 1.7 1.7

Training sessions 1.7 1.7

Counseling materials 1.6 1.6

Table 3.6b

Counts of Institutions that Received
Materials or Training from Primary Lenders

All Institutions Received

No Yes Total

M M M

Software 4325 1167 5492

Telephone &wort 741 4817 5558

Information 1907 3631 5538

Training Sessions 3403 2136 5539

Counseling Materials 1417 4121 5538



Table 3.6c

Ratings of Timeliness by Type of Material or Training
Received from Primary Lenders

All Institutions Timeliness Rating

Total1 2 3 4 5

M Pct N Pct M Pct N Pet M Pct M Pct

Software 722 62.8 278 24.2 70 6.1 51 4.4 29 2.5 1150 100.0
Telephone Support 2884 60.3 1144 23.9 444 9.3 198 4.1 111 2.3 4782 100.0
Information 1916 53.2 1009 28.0 479 13.3 155 4.3 39 1.1 3598 100.0
Training Sessions 1117 53.1 611 29.0 241 11.4 89 4.2 47 2.2 2105 100.0
Counseling Materials 2587 63.5 935 22.9 351 8.6 93 2.3 110 2.7 4075 100.0

Table 3.6d

Ratings of Usefulness by Tyce of Material or Training
Received from Primary Lenders

All Institutions Usefulness Rating

Total1 2 3 4 5

M Pct M Pct M Pct N Pct M Pct 8 Pct

Software 667 61.2 271 24.1 72 6.5 41 3.6 52 4.6 1123 100.0
Telephone Support 2999 63.6 1018 21.6 395 8.4 164 3.5 142 3.0 4718 100.0
Information 2043 57.6 893 25.2 393 11.1 155 4.4 63 1.8 3547 100.0
Training Sessions 1178 57.1 514 24.9 208 10.1 80 3.9 82 4.0 2061 100.0
Counseling Materials 2687 66.4 814 20.1 315 7.8 91 2.2 142 3.5 4048 100.0



Table 3.7a

Kean Ratings by Type of Material or Training

Received from Primary Guarantee Agency

All Institutions Timeliness Usefulness

Rating Rating

KEAN MEAN

Materials/Training
Software 1.6 1.6

Telephone support 1.6 1.6

lnformaticn 1.7 1.6

Training sessions 1.6 1.7

Counseling materials 1.6 1.6

Table 3.7b

Counts of Institutionc that Receiwd
Materials or Training from Primary Guarantee Agency

All Instituticme Received

No Yes Total

11 V N

Software 2999 2510 5509

Telephone Support 367 5206 5573

Information 353 5217 5570

Training Sessions 939 4634 5573

Counseling Materials 750 4829 5579



Tab,e 3.7c

Ratings of Timeliness by Type of Material or Training
Received from Primary Guarantee Agency

All Institutions Timeliness Rating

Total1 2 3 4 5

N Pct N Pct N
-

Pct N Pct N tt N Pct

Software 1523 61.6 597 24.2 224 9.0 72 2.9 55 2.2 2471 100.0
Telephone Support 3134 60.6 1216 23.5 510 9.9 180 3.5 130 2.5 5170 100.0
Information 2860 55.2 1422 27.5 601 11.6 167 3.2 127 2.5 5179 100.0
Training Sessions 2645 57.6 1231 26.8 510 11.1 147 3.2 57 1.3 4590 100.0
Counseling Materials 2958 61.8 1225 25.6 389 8.1 112 2.3 100 2.1 47E4 100.0

Table 3.7d

Ratings of Usefulness by Type of Material or Training
Received fran Primary Guarantee Agency

All Institutions Usefulness Rating

Total1 2 3 4 5

N Pct N Pct N Pct N Pet N Pet N Pct

Software 1645 65.8 490 20.1 160 6.6 100 4.1 83 3.4 2437 100.0
Telephone Support 3316 64.7 1090 21.3 467 9.1 123 2.4 128 2.5 5125 100.0Information 3193 62.1 1140 22.2 551 10.7 124 2.4 134 2.6 5142 100.0Training Sessions 2684 58.9 1133 24.9 490 10.8 164 3.6 84 1.8 4555 100.0Counseling Materials 3063 64.7 1053 22.2 390 8.2 104 2.2 126 2.7 4736 100.0
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Table 3.8

Current Level of Effort to AdMinister FFEL Program
by Satisfaction Prior to July 1994

Satisfaction with FFEL Program Prior to
July 1994

Current Level of Effort

,

Total
Very easy

Relatively

easy Moderate

Relatively
labor

intensive
Very labor
intensive

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

1=Very Satisfied
2

3

4

5=very Dissatisfied

170

91

94
10

6

13.8
4.5
6.1

2.3
3.7

397
493
298
32

12

32.2
24.9
19.5

7.6
7.2

480
809
581

101

24

39.0
40.9
37.9
24.5

14.0

152
506
465
205

55

12.3

25.6
30.4
49.4
32.5

32
78
93
67
72

2.6
3.9
6.1
16.2

42.5

1231

1978
1531

414
170

100.0
100.0

100.0
100.0

100.0

2 5
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Table 3.9

Current Level of Effort to Administer FFEL Program
by Current FFEL Satisfaction Level

Current FFEL Satisfaction Level Current Level of Effort

Relatively

Relatively labor Very labor

Very easy easy Moderate intensive intensive Total

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

1=Very Satisfied 221 15.1 501 34.3 503 34.4 214 14.6 24 1.6 1463 100.0

2 75 3.3 577 25.8 932 41.6 570 25.5 84 3.8 2238 100.0

3 64 4.9 179 13.8 514 39.6 444 34.2 98 7.5 1299 100.0

4 10 2.6 27 7.1 97 25.9 163 43.7 78 20.7 374 100.0

5=Very Dissatisfied 3 3.0 4 3.3 16 15.1 31 29.1 52 49.4 105 100.0
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Table 3.10
Direct Loan Application Decision

by Current Satisfaction with FFEL Program

DL Application Decision Current Level of Satisfaction

Total
1=Very

Satisfied 2 3 4

5=Very
Dissatisfied

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Year 2 particip. 264 20.1 468 35.7 379 29.0 150 11.5 49 3.7 1310 100.0

Pending for Year 3 50 14.1 126 36.0 135 38.4 35 10.0 5 1.4 351 100.0

Will apply for Year 3 43 13.1 98 30.3 149 46.0 34 10.6 o 0 325 100.0

Application Rejected 36 29.7 43 35.3 17 14.3 18 14.9 7 5.7 121 100.0

No 957 33.6 1219 42.8 526 18.5 110 3.9 33 1.1 2844 100.0

Other 83 17.0 259 53.2 101 20.7 31 6.3 13 2.8 487 100.0
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Table 4.1

Ratings by Aspect of Program

Aspect of Program RATING

TotalImproved No change Worsened NA

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Student access 775 14.1 3022 54.7 168 3.0 1554 28.2 5519 100
Ease of Admin. 1039 18.8 2844 51.5 258 4.7 1386 25.1 5527 100
Service from banks/GAs 1980 35.8 2137 38.7 137 2.5 1272 23.0 5527 100
Service from services/collections 1140 20.7 2601 47.2 160 2.9 1606 29.2 5506 100
Service from third parties 374 6.8 1587 28.9 64 1.2 3461 63.1 5486 100



Table 4.1a

Ratings by Aspect of Program
by Institutional Characteristics

Type & Control: 4-Year Public

Aspect of Program RATING

TotalImproved No change Worsened NA

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Student access 93 18.3 333 65.7 9 1.8 72 14.2 507 100

Ease of Admin. 166 33.0 251 49.7 32 6.4 55 11.0 505 100

Service from banks/GAs 288 56.8 147 28.9 23 4.5 49 9.7 507 100

Service from services/collections 165 33.1 227 45.6 17 3.3 89 18.0 498 100

Service from third parties 62 12.3 124 24.8 6 1.2 310 61.7 502 100

Type & Control: 2-Year Public

Aspect of Program RATING

TotalImproved No change Worsened NA

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Student access 130 12.0 673 62.1 9 0.8 271 25.0 1084 100

Ease of Admin. 158 14.4 616 56.4 64 5.9 254 23.3 1092 100

Service from banks/GAs 365 33.5 478 43.9 22 2.1 224 20.5 1089 100

Service frcm services/collections 213 19.7 549 50.6 19 1.8 303 27.9 1085 100

Service from third parties 61 5.7 254 23.8 8 0.8 745 69.7 1069 100

ype & Control: 4-Yeer Private

Aspect of program RATING

TotalImproved No change Worsened NA

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Student access 189 15.0 747 59.3 15 1.2 309 24.5 1259 100

Ease of Admin. 363 28.9 604 48.0 66 5.2 225 17.9 1257 100

Srvice from banks/GAs 697 55.3 341 27.1 20 1.6 201 16.0 1259 100

Service from services/collections 374 29.7 570 45.3 25 2.0 289 23.0 1258 100

Service from third parties 114 9.0 373 29.6 14 1.1 757 60.2 1258 100

Type & Control: 2-Year Private

Aspect of Program RATING

TotalImproved No change Worsened NA

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Student access 49 10.0 237 48.5 7 1.3 196 40.1 488 100

Ease of Admin. 65 13.4 216 44.k 13 2.7 194 39.7 488 100

Service from banks/GAs 118 24.2 167 34.2 16 3.2 187 38.4 488 100

Service from services/collections 61 12.6 193 39.6 14 2.8 220 45.1 488 100

Service from third parties 22 4.4 101 20.9 2 0.4 361 74.3 486 100

Type & Control: Proprietary

Aspect of Program RATING

TotalImproved No change Worsened NA

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Student access

.._

262 13.7 931 48.8 117 6.1 600 31.4 1910 100

Ease of Admin. 231 12.1 1043 54.6 74 3.9 562 29.4 1910 100

Service from banks/GAs 423 22.2 919 48.1 44 2.3 522 27.4 1908 100

Service from services/collections 280 14.7 954 50.0 76 4.0 598 31.3 1908 100

Service from third parties 93 4.9 679 35.7 32 1.7 1100 57.8 19031 100
,
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Table 4.1b

Ratings by Aspect of Program
by Institutional Characteristics

Loan Volume: $1,000,000 or less

Aspect of Program RATING

TotalImproved No change Worsened NA

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Student access 398 12.9 1590 51.4 72 2.3 1032 33.4 3092 100
Ease of Admin. 408 13.2 1570 50.7 140 4.5 981 31.7 3099 100
Service from banks/GAs 792 25.5 1324 42.7 71 2.3 913 29.5 3101 100
Service from services/collections 486 15.7 1413 45.7 96 3.1 1100 35.6 3095 100
Service from third parties 153 5.0 876 28.5 39 1.3 2003 65.2 3071 100

Loan Volume: $1,000,001-S5,000,000

Aspect of Program RATING

TotalImproved No change Worsened NA

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Student access 214 13.9 914 59.7 74 4.8 330 21.6 1532 100
Ease of Admin. 359 23.4 840 54.9 72 4.7 259 16.9 1531 100
Service from banks/GAs 722 47.2 552 36.2 30 2.0 223 14.6 1528 100
Service from services/collections 372 24.4 793 52.0 41 2.7 320 21.0 1526 100
Service from third parties 130 8.5 476 31.2 17 1.1 903 59.1 1526 100

Loan Volume: S5,000,001-$10,000,000

Aspect of Program RATING

TotalImproed No change worsened NA

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Student access 60 18.3 212 64.8 4 1.4 51 15.5 327 100
Esse of Admin. 101 31.0 172 53.0 23 7.0 29 9.0 325 100
Service from banks/GAs 192 59.0 94 28.8 9 2.8 30 9.3 325 100
Service from services/collections 117 36.7 156 49.0 3 1.0 43 13.4 318 100
Service from third parties 31 9.5 103 31.9 1 0.4 187 58.1 322 100

Loan Volume: S10,000,0001-$20,000,000

Aspect of Program RATING

TotalImproved No change Worsened NA

M Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Student access 41 21.9 122 65.0 2 1.3 22 11.8 188 100
Esse of Admin. 75 39.8 89 47.1 9 4.5 16 8.6 190 100
Service from banks/GAs 122 64.5 50 26.2 5 2.6 13 6.7 190 100
Service from services/collections 79 41.2 82 43.2 ? 1.3 27 14.3 191 100
Service from third parties 23 12.0 54 28.7 0 0 112 59.4 190 100

Loan Volume: over $20,000,000

Aspect of Program RATING

Totalimproved No change Worsened NA

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Student access 10 8.9 83 75.9 4 3.4 13 11.9 109 100
Ease Of Admin. 40 36.8 58 53.5 6 5.7 4 4.0 108 100
Service from banks/dAs 63 57.9 32 29.2 10 8.9 4 4.0 109 100
Service from services/collectione 40 37.4 50 46.5 7 6.8 10 9.3 108 100
Service from third partite 15 13.4 22 20.2 5 4.5 68 61.9 109 100
-
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Table 4.1c

Ratings by Aspect of Program
by Institutional Characteristics

Aid Office Stucture: 1 campus, 1 office

Aspect of Program RATING

TotalImproved No change Worsened NA

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Student access 476 13.5 1983 56.4 73 2.1 981 27.9 3514 100

Ease of Admin. 650 18.5 1787 50.9 164 4.7 908 25.9 3509 100

Service from banks/GAs 1238 35.2 1376 39.1 84 2.4 818 23.3 3517 100

Service from services/collections 673 19.2 1661 47.4 98 2.8 1072 30.6 3503 100

Service from third parties 228 6.5 974 28.0 35 1.0 2247 64.5 3484 100

Aid Office Stucture: Separate offices

Aspect of Program RATING

TotalImproved No change Worsened NA

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. H Pct. N Pct.

Student access 98 15.2 343 53.1 13 2.1 191 29.5 646 100

Ease of Admin. 142 21.8 329 50.5 30 4.6 150 23.1 650 100

Service from banks/GAs 230 35.3 250 38.4 24 3.7 147 22.6 652 100

Service from services/collections 129 19.9 341 52.4 16 2.4 165 25.3 650 100

Service from third oarties 40 6.2 249 38.5 8 1.2 349 54.0 646 100

Aid Office Stucture: Mult. campus, 1 office

Aspect of Program RATING

TotalImproved No change Worsened NA

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N

-
Pct. N Pct.

Student access 133 14.4 516 55.8 35 3.8 241 26.0 926 100

Esse of Admin. 160 17.2 510 54.9 52 5.6 207 22.3 930 100

Service from banks/GAs 373 40.5 333 36.2 16 1.7 199 21.7 921 100

Service from services/collections 251 27.3 391 42.5 35 3.8 243 26.4 921 100

Service from third parties 71 7.7 254 27.5 19 2.0 581 62.8 925 100

Aid Office Stucture: Other

Aspect of Program RATI4G

TotalImproved No change Worsened NA

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Student access 15 9.0 79 48.5 34 21.0 35 21.5 163 100

Esse of Admin. 31 18.8 103 63.2 4 2.3 26 15.7 163 111

Service from banks/GAs 51 31.3 92 56.4 1 0.7 19 11.5 163 100

Service from services/collections 40 24.7 101 61.9 1 0.7 21 12.7 10 Ire

Service from third parties 12 7.4 55 33.7 0 0 96 58.9 163 140
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Table 4.1d

Ratings by Aspect of Program
by Institutionat Characteristics

EFT Admin: Yes

Aspect of Program RATING

TotalImproved No change Worsened NA

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Student access 128 13.9 524 57.2 46 5.0 219 23.9 916 100
Ease of Admin. 314 34.5 422 46.4 42 4.6 132 14.5 910 100
Service from banks/GAs 497 54.3 271 29.7 24 2.7 122 13.3 914 100
Service from services/collections 297 32.5 413 45.2 30 3.3 172 18.9 913 100
Service from third parties 90 9.9 294 32.2 17 1.8 512 56.1 913 100

EFT Admin: No

Aspect of Program RATING

TotalImproved No 64Inge Worsened NA

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Student access 595 13.7 2398 55.3 111 2.6 1229 28.4 4333 100
Esse of Admin. 669 15.4 2307 53.1 207 4.8 1159 26.7 4342 100
Service from banks/GAs 1395 32.2 1781 41.0 101 2.3 1062 24.5 4338 100
Service from services/collections 797 18.4 2081 48.1 120 2.8 1327 30.7 4325 100
Service from third parties 261 6.1 1238 28.8 45 1.1 2761 64.1 4305 100



Table 4.1e

Ratings by Aspect of Program
by Institutional Characteristics

uses EDExpress Software: Yes

Aspect of Program RATING

TotalImproved No change Worsened NA

M Pct. N Pct. N Pct. H Pct. N Pct.

Student access 337 14.7 1361 59.3 112 4.9 485 21.1 2294 100

Ease of Admin. 512 22.3 1265 55.1 103 4.5 415 18.1 2294 100

Service from banks/GAs 1001 43.6 842 36.7 74 3.2 380 16.5 2297 100

Service from services/collections 581 25.4 1135 49.6 63 2.7 510 22.3 2290 100

Service from third parties 167 7.3 642 28.2 33 1.4 1438 63.1 2280 100

Uses EDExpress Software: No

Aspect of Program RATING

TotalImproved No change Worsened NA

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Student access 386 13.1 1561 52.8 45 1.5 963 32.6 2954 100

Esse of Admin. 471 15.9 1465 49.5 147 5.0 176 29.6 2958 100

Service from banks/GAs 891 30.1 1209 40.9 51 1.7 804 27.2 2955 100

Service from services/collections 512 17.4 1359 46.1 87 3.0 990 33.6 2948 100

Service from third parties 184 6.3 890 30.3 29 1.0 1835 62.5 2938 100

BEST COPY AVAILABLE



Table 4.1f

Ratings by Aspect of Program
by Institutional Characteristics

Ccaputer System: Mainframe only

Aspect of Program RATING

TotalImproved No change worsened NA

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Student access 38 13.5 187 66.9 3 1.1 52 18.5 280 100
Ease of Admin. 57 20.5 160 57.7 14 5.0 47 16.8 278 100
Service from banks/GAs 144 51.6 97 34.8 4 1.3 34 12.3 278 100
Service from services/collections 72 25.9 150 54.2 7 2.5 48 17.5 277 100
Service from third parties 21 7.7 80 28.7 0 0 177 63.6 278 100

Computer System: Both mainframe and PC

Aspect of Program RATING

TotalImproved No change Worsened NA

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Student access 288 14.6 1212 61.4 60 3.0 415 21.0 1974 100
Ease of AdMin. 485 24.5 1042 52.6 116 5.9 338 17.1 1980 100
Service from banks/GAs 938 47.4 702 35.4 53 2.7 287 14.5 1980 100
Service from services/collections 511 25.9 994 50.4 50 2.5 417 21.2 1972 100
Service from third parties 163 8.3 576 29.4 24 1.2 1193 61.0 1955 100

Computer System: PC only

Aspect of Program RATING

TotalIwproved No change Worsened NA

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Student access 225 13.6 582 53.3 67 4.1 480 29.0 1654 100
Ease of Admin. 287 17.4 870 52.6 60 3.6 438 26.5 1654 100
Service from banks/GAs 536 32.4 682 41.2 25 1.5 412 24.9 1654 100
Service from services/collections 331 20.1 773 46.8 63 3.8 484 29.3 1651 100
Service from third parties al 4.9 432 26.1 32 2.0 1106 67.0 1651 100

Computer System: Contracted servicer

Aspect of Program RATING

TotalImproved No change Worsened NA

M Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Student access 71 12.0 267 45.5 15 2.6 234 39.9 587 100
Ease of Admin. 64 11.0 294 50.0 15 2.6 214 36.5 587 100
Service from banks/GAs 113 19.3 240 40.8 29 4.9 205 35.0 587 100
Service from services/collections 97 16.6 218 37.1 15 2.6 257 43.7 587 100
Service from third parties 48 5.2 230 39.6 1 0.2 302 52.0 580 100

Computer System: All menual processing

Aspect of Program RATING

TotalImproved No change Worsened MA

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Student access 57 11.3 237 46.6 6 1.3 207 40.8 507 100
Ease of Admin. 38 7.5 233 46.0 36 7.1 200 39.4 507 100
Service from benks/GAs 81 16.0 224 44.1 10 1.9 193 38.0 507 100
Service from services/collections 39 7.6 221 43.6 11 2.1 236 46.7 506 100
Service from third

_
parties 9 1.8 115 22.6 3 0.6 380 74.9 507 100
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Table 4.1f

Ratings by Aspect of Program
by Institutional Characteristics

Computer System: Other

Aspect of Program RATING

TotalImproved No change Worsened NA

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Student access

,
44 17.8 137 55.7 5 2.1 60 24.4 245 100

Ease of Admin. 51 21.0 131 53.4 9 3.5 54 22.0 245 100

Service from banks/GAs 79 32.3 108 44.1 5 2.0 53 21.6 245 100

Service from services/collections 44 17.9 138 56.7 5 1.9 57 23.4 244 100

Service from third parties 28 11.5 100 40.9 1 0.5 115 47.0 245 100



Table 4.1g

Ratings by Aspect of Program
by Institutional Characteristics

Number of Lenders: 1 - 2

Aspect of Program RATING

TotalImproved No change Worsened NA

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Student access 198 15.0 673 50.8 32 2.4 420 31.7 1323 100
Ease of Admin. 173 13.0 670 50.5 81 6.1 403 30.4 1327 100
Service from banks/GAs 236 17.8 663 50.1 40 3.0 385 29.1 1323 100

Service from services/collections 149 11.3 663 50.0 41 3.1 472 35.6 1325 100
Service from third parties 70 5.3 435 32.9 10 0.8 804 60.9 1320 100

Number of Lenders: 3 - 5

Aspect of Program RATING

TotalImproved No changelWorsened NA

N Pct. W Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Student access 198 12.4 857 53.5 34 2.1 512 32.0 1601 100
Ease of Admin. 277 17.3 806 50.3 41 2.5 477 29.8 1600 100
Service from banks/GAs 530 33.2 613 38.4 31 1.9 423 26.5 1596 100
Service from services/collections 302 18.9 746 46.8 33 2.1 513 32.2 1594 100
Service from third parties 90 5.6 501 31.5 11 0.7 989 62.2 1590 100

Number of Lenders: 6 - 10

Aspect of Program RATING

TotalImproved No change Worsened NA

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Student access 194 16.0 705 58.0 10 0.8 307 25.3 1216 100
Ease of Admin. 273 22.5 605 49.7 74 6.1 264 21.7 1216 100
Service from banks/GAs 526 42.9 423 34.5 22 1.8 254 20.7 1225 100
Service from services/collections 274 22.5 580 47.6 44 3.6 320 26.3 1218 100
Service from third parties 93 7.7 288 23.8 21 1.8 809 66.8 1210 100

Number of Lenders: 11 - 20

Aspect of Program RATING

TotalImproved No change worsened NA

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. M Pct.

Student access 67 14.6 284 62.0 15 3.3 92 20.1 458 100
Ease of Admin. 97 21.1 261 56.9 21 4.6 79 17.3 458 100
Service from banks/GAs 221 48.3 157 34.4 17 3.8 62 13.5 458 100
Service from services/collections 126 27.8 219 48.3 20 4.4 88 19.5 452 100
Service from third parties 28 6.1 130 28.8 3 0.6 291 64.4 452 100

Number of Lenders: Over 20

Aspect of Program RATING

TotalImproved No change Worsened NA

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Student access 64 9.9 403 62.0 66 10.1 117 18.0 650 100
Ease of Admin. 163 25.1 389 59.7 32 4.9 67 10.3 651 100
Service from banks/GAs 379 58.3 196 30.1 14 2.2 61 9.4 650 100
Service from services/collections 243 37.4 287 44.3 12 1.8 107 16.5 649 100
Service from third parties 70 10.9 179 27.7 16 2.5 380 58.9 646 100
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Table 4.1h

Ratings by Aspect of Program
by Institutional Characteristics

Number of GAs: 1

Aspect of Program RATING

TotalImproved No change Worsened NA

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Student access 307 14.0 1153 52.5 45 2.0 691 31.5 2196 100
Ease of Admin. 342 15.5 1111 50.4 108 4.9 641 29.1 2202 100
Service from banks/GAs 579 26.4 978 44.5 44 2.0 598 27.2 2198 100
Service from services/collections 334 15.2 1062 48.3 62 2.8 739 33.6 2197 100
Service from third parties 126 5.8 643 29.5 31 1.4 1378 63.3 2178 100

Number of GAs: 2 - 3

Aspect of Program RATING

TotalImproved No change Worsened NA

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Student access 281 13.4 1178
---.-----

56.4 66 3.2 563 27.0 2089 100
Ease of Admin. 403 19.3 1090 52.2 81 3.9 512 24.5 2087 100
Service from banks/GAs 803 38.4 771 36.9 58 2.8 459 21.9 2090 100
Service from services/collections 466 22.4 967 46.5 63 3.0 584 28.1 2080 100
Service from third parties 130 6.3 629 30.2 15 0.7 1306 62.8 2080 100

Number of GAs: 4 - 5

Aspect of Program RATING

Total,Improved No change Worsened NA

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Student access 84 17.1 302 61.0 4 0.9 104 21.0 494 100
Esse of Admin. 126 25.4 252 50.9 36 7.3 81 16.4 494 100
Service from banks/GAs 237 47.8 170 34.5 13 2.6 75 15.1 494 100
Service from services/collections 133 26.9 248 50.3 12 2.5 100 20.2 493 100
Service from third parties 41 8.3 147 29.8 9 1.8 298 60.1 495 100

Number of GAs: Over 5

Aspect of Program RATING

TotalImproved No change worsened NA

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Student access 50 10.7 289 61.6 41 8.6 90 19.1 469 100
Ease of Admin. 112 23.9 277 59.1 24 5.1 56 11.9 469 100
Service from banks/GAs 272 58.0 133 28.4 11 2.4 53 11-.2 469 100
Service from services/collections 161 34.3 217 46.4 12 2.6 78 16.7 468 100
Service from third parties 54 11.5 112 24.2 7 1.5 292 62.8 465 100



Table 4.11

Ratinv by Aspect of Program
by Institutional Characteristics

DL Application: Year 2 Participant

Aspect of Program RATING

TotalImproved No change Worsened NA

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Student access 224 17.7 671 53.2 49 3.9 318 25.2 1262 100

Ease of Admin. 245 19.4 695 55.0 34 2.7 290 23.0 1264 100

Service from banks/GAs 429 33.9 508 40.1 42 3.3 287 22.7 1265 100

Service from services/collections 240 19.1 649 51.7 26 2.0 341 27.2 1255 100

Service from third parties 84 6.7 461 36.8 18 1.4 690 55.1 1253 100

DL Application: Pending for Year 3

Aspect of Program RATING

TotalImproved No change Worsened NA

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Student access 54 15.8 146 42.6 15 4.4 128 37.1 344 100

Ease of Admin. 43 12.6 183 53.3 3 0.7 115 33.5 344 100

Service from banks/GAs 90 26.3 131 38.0 10 3.0 112 32.6 344 100

Service from services/collections 51 14.9 147 43.0 15 4.4 129 37.7 342 100

Service from third parties 26 7.6 86 25.5 0 0 225 66.8 337 100

DL Application: Will Apply for Year 3

Aspect of Program RATING

TotalImproved No change Worsened NA

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. M Pct.

Student access 36 11.5 145 46.0 44 13.9 90 28.6 316 100

Lase of Admin. 29 9.3 166 52.4 37 11.7 84 26.6 316 100

Service from banks/GAs 64 20.1 168 53.1 4 1.3 81 25.6 317 100

Service from services/collections 51 16.0 143 45.2 22 6.9 101 31.9 317 100

Service from third parties 18 5.6 71 22.3 1 0.4 228 71.7 317 100

DL Application: Application Rejected

Aspect of Program RATING

TotalImproved No change Worsened NA

Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Student access 1 1.1 74 61.6 10 7.9 35 29.4 121 100

Ease of Admin. 3 2.2 73 60.5 8 6.8 37 30.5 121 100

Service from banks/GAs 10 7.9 76 62.7 0 0 35 29.4 121 100

Service from services/collections 0 0 83 68.4 1 1.1 37 30.5 121 100

Service from third parties 7 5.7 57 46.8 1 1.1 54 46.3 121 100
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Table 4.11

Ratings by Aspect of Program

by Institutional Characteristics

DL Application: No

Aspect of Program RATING

TotalImproved No change Worsened NA

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Student access 353 12.9 1596 58.4 36 1.3 746 27.3 2731 100

Ease of Admin. 553 20.2 1381 50.5 140 5.1 660 24.1 2735 100

Service from banks/GAs 1107 40.5 996 36.4 53 1.9 577 21.1 2733 100

Service from services/collections 619 22.7 1274 46.6 65 2.4 773 28.3 2732 100

Service from third parties 197 7.2 702 25.8 41 1.5 1785 65.5 2725 100

DL Application: Other

Aspect of Program RATING

TotalImproved No change Worsened NA

Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Student access 53 11.2 288 60.7 2 0.5 131 27.6 474 100

Ease of Admin. 109 23.1 232 49.0 28 5.8 104 22.1 473 100

Service from banks/GAs 191 40.4 174 36.8 16 3.4 92 19.4 473 100

Service from services/collections 133 28.2 198 42.2 21 4.4 118 25.2 470 100

Service from third parties 19 4.2 155 33.3 1 0.2 290 62.3 465 100



Table 4.2

Changes in Financial Aid Resources

Resource Change in Level

No
Significant Small significant Small Significant
decrease decrease change increase increaae Total

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Number of Staff 97 1.7 187 3.4 4140 74.6 889 16.0 240 4.3 5553 100.0
Staff in Acct. 8 Business 61 1.1 161 2.9 4791 86.6 448 8.1 71 1.3 5532 100.0
Technical Support Staff -3 1.3 119 2.2 4588 82.8 641 11.6 117 2.1 5538 100.0
Current Staff Hours 91 1.6 206 3.7 3158 56.9 1407 25.4 684 12.3 5546 100.0
Equipment/Computers 50 0.9 99 1.8 2958 53.3 1633 30.3 760 13.7 5550 100.0
Supplies 82 1.5 190 3.4 3182 57.2 1533 27.6 572 10.3 5560 100.0
Training Funds 138 2.5 199 3.6 3948 71.9 901 16.4 303 5.5 5489 100.0
Staff Travel Funds 160 2.9 249 4.5 3077 69.9 992 17.9 269 4.6 5546 100.0
Computer Programming 85 1.5 93 1.7 2775 50.1 1723 31.1 857 15.5 5534 100.0
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Table 4.2a

Changes in Financial Aid Resources
by Institutional Characteristics

Type & Control: 4-Year Public

Resource Change in Level

No

Significant Small significant Small Significant

decrease decrease change increase increase Total

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Number of Staff 12 2.3 18 3.6 355 69.6 101 19.7 24 4.7 510 100.0

Staff in Acct. & Business 5 1.0 18 3.6 424 83.8 52 10.4 6 1.2 506 100.0

Technical Support Staff 11 2.2 14 2.8 375 73.6 93 18.2 16 3.2 510 100.0

Current Staff Hours 11 2.2 15 2.9 257 50.3 132 26.0 95 18.6 510 100.0

Equipment/Computers 8 1.5 11 2.1 192 37.6 205 40.2 95 18.6 511 100.0

Supplies 14 2.7 24 4.7 223 43.8 161 31.6 88 17.3 509 100.0

Training Funds 19 3.8 20 3.9 373 74.3 69 13.6 22 4.4 502 100.0

Staff Travel Fundt 20 4.0 29 5.6 358 70.4 81 15.9 21 4.1 509 100.0

Computer Programming 12 2.4 19 3.7 162 31.9 199 39.1 117 23.0 508 100.0

Type & Contml: 2-Year Public

Resource Change in Level

No

Significant Small significant Small Significant

decrease decrease change increase increase Total

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Number of Staff 22 2.1 27 2.5 838 77.4 137 12.6 59 5.4 low 100.0

Staff in Acct. & Business 14 1.3 21 1.9 990 91.1 51 4.7 11 1.0 1087 100.0

Technical Support Staff 6 0.5 22 2.1 916 84.3 126 11.6 16 1.5 1087 100.0

Current Staff Hours 11 1.0 34 3.1 607 55.8 297 27.3 139 12.8 low 100.0

Equipment/Computers 7 0.6 18 1.7 643 59.0 306 28.3 112 10.3 imp 100.0

Supplies 12 1.1 23 2.1 648 59.5 300 27.5 106 9.7 1088 100.0

Training Funds 31 2.8 37 3.4 821 76.4 133 12.3 54 5.0 1075 100.0

Staff Travel Funds 47 4.3 58 5.4 773 71.2 161 14.8 47 4.3 1085 100.0

Computer Programming 14 1.3 15 1.4 601 55.3 364 33.5 93 8.5 1087 100.0



Table 4.2a

Changes in Financial Aid Resources
by Institutional Characteristics

Type & Control: 4-Year Private

Resource Change in Level

No
Significant Small significant Small Significant
decrease decrease change increase increase Total

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Number of Staff 11 0.8 20 1.5 945 74.1 235 18.5 64 5.0 1274 100.0
Staff in Acct. A Business 5 0.4 23 1.9 1132 89.4 91 7.2 14 1.1 1266 100.0
Technical Support Staff 16 1.3 15 1.2 1022 80.4 175 13.8 42 3.3 1271 100.0
Current Staff Hours 20 1.6 52 4.1 707 55.9 312 24.6 175 13.8 1266 100.0

Equipment/Computers 9 0.7 22 1.7 556 43.7 451 35.4 236 18.5 1273 100.0
Supplies 24 1.9 64 5.0 703 55.2 348 27.4 134 10.5 1273 100.0
Training Funds 13 1.1 28 2.2 952 75.2 192 15.2 80 6.3 1266 100.0
Staff Travel Funds 24 1.9 33 2.6 914 71.8 233 18.3 68 5.4 1273 100.0
Computer Programming 13 1.1 19 1.5 537 42.3 458 16.0 244 19.2 1271 100.0

Type & Control: 2-Year Private

Resource Change in Level

No
Significam Small significant Small Significant
decrease decrease change increase increase Total

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Number of Staff 10 2.0 13 2.6 429 85.0 45 9.0 7 1.3 504 100.0
Staff in Acct. i Business 10 2.0 15 3.0 448 89.2 29 5.8 0 0 502 100.0
Tedhnical Support Staff 4 0.7 6 1.1 463 92.6 28 5.5 0 0 500 100.0
Current Stall Hours 7 1.3 13 2.6 346 69.1 105 20.8 31 6.2 502 100.0
Equipment/Computers 2 0.4 5 1.0 333 66.5 108 21.5 53 10.6 500 100.0
Supplies 2 0.4 5 1.0 357 71.2 119 23.7 19 3.7 502 100.0
Training Funds 9 1.8 21 4.2 413 83.1 42 8.5 12 2.5 497 100.0
Staff Travel Funds 12 2.5 35 6.9 378 75.6 59 11.8 17 3.3 500 100.0
Computer Programming 9 1.7 4 0.8 319 63.7 111 22.2 58 11.5 500 100.0
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Table 4.2a

Changes in Financial Aid Resources
by Institutional Characteristics

Type & Control: Proprietary

Resource Change in Level

No

Significant Small significant Small Significant

decrease decrease change increase increase Total

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Number of Staff 37 2.0 95 5.0 1384 72.7 314 16.5 74 3.9 1904 100.0

Staff in Acct. & Business 22 1.2 81 4.3 1560 81.9 210 11.1 30 1.6 1904 100.0

Technical Support Staff 30 1.6 52 2.8 1588 83.7 188 9.9 39 2.0 1897 100.0

Current Staff Hours 36 1.9 83 4.4 1090 57.2 471 24.7 225 11.8 1904 100.0

Equipment/Computers 21 1.1 36 1.9 1072 56.4 539 28.3 235 12.3 1903 100.0

Supplies 22 1.2 70 3.7 1103 57.7 522 27.3 194 10.1 1911 100.0

Training Funds 62 3.3 83 4.4 1208 63.7 421 22.2 123 6.5 1896 100.0

Staff Travel Funds 50 2.6 77 4.1 1263 66.4 413 21.7 101 5.3 1903 100.0

Computer Programming 35 1.8 32 1.7 1034 54.6 496 26.2 298 15.7 1895 100.0



Table 4.2b

Changes in Financial Aid Resources
by Institutional Characteristics

Loan Volume: S1,000,000 or less

Resource Change in Level

No
Significant Small significant Small Significant
decrease decrease change increase increase Total

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Number of Stafi 68 2.2 105 3.4 2395 77.1 430 13.8 108 3.5 3107 100.0
Staff in Acct. & Business 45 1.5 98 3.2 2668 85.9 246 7.9 49 1.6 3106 100.0
Technical Support Staff 39 1.3 77 2.5 2665 86.1 260 8.4 56 1.8 3096 100.0Current Staff Hours 56 1.8 106 3.4 1815 58.5 765 24.7 360 11.6 3103 100.0
Equipment/Computers 29 0.9 65 2.1 1882 60.5 773 24.8 362 11.7 3111 100.0
Supplies 32 1.0 93 3.0 1939 62.2 778 24.9 276 8.9 3117 100.0
Training Funds 103 3.3 96 3.1 2192 71.0 514 16.6 185 6.0 3089 100.0Staff Travel Funds 101 3.3 136 4.4 2160 69.5 556 17.9 152 4.9 3106 100.0Computer Programming 62 2.0 35 1.1 1799 58.0 815 26.3 389 12.5 3101 100.0

Loan Volume: S1,000,00145,000,000

Resource Change in Level

Total

Significant
decrease

Small

decrease

No
significant
change

Small
increase

Significant
increase

11 Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Number of Staff 13 0.8 46 3.0 1121 72.6 277 17.9 88 5.7 1544 100.0Staff in Acct. 8. Business 8 0.5 41 2.7 1355 88.0 129 8.4 8 0.5 1540 100.0Technical Support Staff 19 1.2 20 1.3 1256 81.4 217 14.0 32 2.1 1543 100.0Current Staff Hours 19 1.2 51 3.3 860 55.7 397 25.7 216 14.0 1543 100.0Equfpm2nt/Computers 13 0.8 15 0.9 670 43.4 601 38.9 245 15.9 1543 100.0Supplies 25 1.6 55 3.6 808 52.4 492 31.9 163 10.6 1543 100.0Training Funds 19 1.2 68 4.4 1117 72.8 252 16.4 79 5.2 1534 100.0Staff Travel Funds 33 2.2 59 3.9 1083 70.3 284 18.4 80 5.2 1540 100.0Computer Programming 13 0.8 34 2.2 661 43.0 559 36.4 272 17.7 1538 100.0

Loan Volume: S5.000,001-S10,000,000

Resource Change in Level

Total

Significant
decrease

SMAll
decrease

No
significant
change

Small

increase
Significant
increase

li Pct. N Pct. N Pct. W Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Number of Staff 1 0.4 1C: 3.2 225 69.2 74 22.6 15 4.6 326 100.0Staff in Acct. & Business 2 0.8 11 3.3 279 85.6 31 9.6 2 0.8 326 100.0Technical Support Staff 5 1.5 2 0.8 243 74.3 68 20.8 9 2.7 327 100.0Current Staff Hours 5 1.5 19 5.9 167 51.3 92 28.2 43 13.1 326 100.0Equipment/Computers 4 1.1 4 1.2 128 39.2 117 35.7 74 22.7 327 100.0Supplies 10 3.1 10 3.1 154 47.7 97 30.0 52 16.2 322 100.0Training Funds 6 1.9 14 4.3 244 75.2 46 14.2 14 4.3 324 100.0Staff Travel Funds 9 2.9 17 5.3 237 72.4 51 15.7 12 3.8 327 100.0Computr Programming 4 1.2 7 2.0 107 33.2 138 42.5 68 21.1 324 100.0
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Table 4.2b

Changes in Financial Aid Resources
by Institutional Characteristics

Loan Volume: $10,000,0001-S20,000,000

Resource Change in Level

No

Significant Small significant Small Significant

decrease decrease change increase increase Total

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Number of Staff 7 3.6 8 4.3 128 67.3 36 19.0 11 5.8 190 100.0

Staff in Acct. & Business 1 0.7 8 4.0 158 84.1 19 10.0 2 1.3 188 100.0

Technical Support Staff 5 2.6 7 3.6 126 66.4 42 22.3 10 5.2 190 100.0

Current Staff Hours 4 1.9 15 8.0 105 54.9 41 21.7 26 13.5 191 100.0

Equipment/Computers 1 0.7 7 3.7 68 36.5 75 40.2 35 18.9 187 100.0

Supplies 5 2.6 17 9.1 78 40.8 59 31.1 31 16.4 191 100.0

Training Fur& 6 3.3 7 3.8 132 72.4 27 14.7 11 5.8 182 100.0

Staff Travel Funds 7 3.9 10 5.5 128 67.8 37 19.5 6 3.3 188 100.0

Computer Programming 4 2.3 12 6.5 48 25.4 79 41.9 45 23.9 189 100.0

Loan Volume: over $20,000,000

Resource Chenge in Level

No

Significant Small significant Smell Significant
decrease decrease change increase increase Total

N Pct. M Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Number of Staff 3 3.0 4 3.4 81 74.4 16 14.6 5 4.6 108 100.0

Staff in Acct. & Business 0 0 1 1.2 94 89.5 10 9.3 0 0 105 100.0

Technical Support Staff 0 0 4 3.3 76 69.8 23 21.2 6 5.6 109 100.0

Current Staff Hours 1 1.1 5 4.6 60 56.1 22 20.5 19 17.7 107 100.0

Equipment/Computers 0 0 1 1.1 49 44.4 45 41.1 15 13.4 109 100.0

Supplies 2 2.2 11 10.1 54 49.7 23 21.2 18 16.8 109 100.0

Training Funds 0 0 4 3.5 83 77.5 18 16.7 3 2.3 107 100.0

Staff Travel Funds 1 1.2 9 8.0 78 72.1 18 16.6 2 2.3 108 100.0

Computer Programming 0 0 0 0 37 34.3 36 33.1 36 32.6 109 100.0
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Table 4.2c

Changes in Financial Aid Resources
by Institutional Characteristics

Aid Office Stucture: 1 campus, 1 office

Resource Change in Level

No
Significant Small significant Small Significant
decrease decrease change increase increase Total

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Number of Stafl 64 1.8 92 2.6 2702 76.9 519 14.8 138 3.9 3516 100.0
Staff in Acct. i Business 41 1.2 105 3.0 3053 86.9 289 8.2 26 0.7 3515 100.0
Ttopnical Support Staff 34 1.0 45 1.3 2982 85.1 381 10.9 63 1.8 3'505 100.0
Current Staff Hours 56 1.6 126 3.6 2013 57.3 916 26.1 401 11.4 3512 100.0
Equipment/Computers 32 0.9 46 1.3 1877 53.4 1103 31.4 457 13.0 3516 100.0
Supplies 44 1.3 142 4.0 2066 58.7 941 26.7 328 9.3 3522 100.0
Training funds 88 2.5 131 3.8 2550 73.1 534 15.3 186 5.3 3489 100.0
Staff Travel Funds 96 2.7 139 4.0 2455 69.9 641 18.2 182 5.2 3514 100.0
Computer Programming 49 1.4 65 1.8 1779 50.7 1109 31.6 510 14.5 3511 100.0

Aid Office Stucture: Separate offices

Resource Change ir Level

No
Significant Smmll significant Small Significant
decrease decrease change increase increase Total

M Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N

-

Pct. N

,

Pct. N Pct.
- - -

Number of Staff 14 2.1 37 5.6 472 71.9 97 14.8 37 5.6 656 100.0
Staff in Acct. i Business 8 1.3 32 4.9 538 82.0 61 9.3 16 2.5 656 100.0
Technical Support Staff 20 3.0 43 6.6 505 76.7 73 11.0 18 2.7 659 100.0
Current Staff Hours 15 2.3 44 6.7 354 53.7 156 23.7 89 13.6 659 100.0
Equipment/Computers 8 1.2 24 3.6 352 53.5 178 27.1 95 14.5 657 100.0
Supplies 15 2.2 11 1.7 382 58.0 164 24.9 86 13.1 659 100.0
Training Funds 23 3.5 11 1.7 460 70.2 111 16.9 51 7.8 655 100.0
Staff Travel Funds 24 3.7 28 4.3 449 68.4 111 16.9 44 6.7 656 100.0
Computer Programming 11 1.7 15 2.3 333 51.2 191 29.4 100 15.4 651 100.0

Aid Office Stucture: Mutt. campus, 1 office

Rescurce Change in Level

MO
Significant Small significant Small Significant
decrease decrease change increase increase Total

M Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Number of Staff 7 0.7 41 4.3 656 69.4 194 20.6 47 5.0 945 100.0
Staff in Acct. i Business 3 0.3 18 2.0 836 89.2 73 7.8 6 0.7 937 100.0
Technical Support Staff 10 1.0 22 2.4 748 79.4 134 14.2 29 3.0 943 100.0
Current Staff Hours 10 1.1 24 2.6 525 55.6 225 23.8 159 16.9 943 100.0
Equipment/Computers 3 0.3 20 2.2 491 52.0 262 27.7 169 17.9 945 100.0
Supplies 13 1.4 27 2.8 509 53.9 293 31.1 102 10.8 944 100.0
Training Funds 21 2.2 45 4.8 635 67.9 185 19.7 51 5.4 935 100.0
Staff Travel Funds 29 3.0 60 6.3 661 70.2 168 17.8 24 2.6 941 100.0
Computer Programming 20 2.1 7 0.7 476 50.6 299 31.8 139 14.8 941 100.0



Table 4.2c

Changes in Financial Aid Resources
by Institutional Characteristics

Aid Office Stucture: Other

Resource Change in Level

No

Significant Small significant Small Significant

decrease decrease change increase increase Total

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Humber of Staff 8 5.1 4 2.5 119 75.4 22 13.6 5 3.4 158 100.0

Staff in Acct. L Business 5 3.1 3 1.7 126 80.4 11 6.9 12 7.9 156 100.0

Technical Support Staff 4 2.2 0 0 129 81.8 23 14.4 3 1.6 158 100.0

Current Staff Hours 3 2.2 3 1.7 115 73.9 20 12.9 15 9.4 156 100.0

Equipment/Computers 3 2.2 1 0.8 77 48.4 67 42.5 10 6.0 158 100.0

Supplies 2 1.4 6 3.6 75 47.7 51 32.1 24 15.3 158 100.0

Training FundS 2 1.4 1 0.7 123 78.5 28 17.5 3 1.8 157 100.0

Staff Travel Funds 4 2.2 5 2.9 121 76.3 26 16.7 3 1.8 158 100.0

Computer Programming 3 2.2 1 0.8 65 41.2 28 17.7 60 38.0 158 100.0



Table 4.2d

Changes in Financial Aid Resources
by Institutional Characteristics

EFT AdMin: Yes

Resource Change in Level

No
Significant Small significant Small Significant
decrease decrease change increase increase Total

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Number of Staff 9 1.0 28 3.1 667 72.5 158 17.2 58 6.3 920 10).0
Staff in Acct. & Business 4 0.4 26 2.9 776 85.1 97 10.7 8 0.9 911 100.0
Technical Support Staff 16 1.6 15 1.6 678 73.7 178 19.3 33 3.6 920 100.0
Current Staff Hours 19 2.0 61 6.7 542 58.9 185 20.1 113 12.3 921 100.0
Equipment/Computers 9 1.0 7 0.7 396 43.0 349 37.9 161 17.4 922 100.0
Supplies 29 3.2 48 5.2 522 56.7 201 21.8 120 13.1 920 100.0
Training Funds 7 0.8 20 2.2 682 74.7 148 16.2 56 6.1 913 100.0
Staff Travel Fundi 10 1.1 37 4.0 678 73.8 148 16.1 46 5.0 919 100.0
Computer Programming 5 0.6 15 1.6 356 38.6 353 38.3 192 20.9 920 100.0

EFT Admin: No

Resource Change in Level

No
Significant Small significant Small Significant
decrease decrease change increase increase Total

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Number of Staff 83 1.9 145 3.3 3283 75.4 674 15.5 169 3.9 4355 100.0
Staff in Acct. i Business 53 1.2 133 3.0 3777 86.8 337 7.7 53 1.2 4353 100.0
Technical Support Staff 51 1.2 95 2.2 3687 84.9 432 9.9 80 1.8 4345 100.0
Current Staff Flours 66 1.5 136 3.1 2465 56.7 1132 26.0 551 12.7 4349 100.0
Equipment/Computers 37 0.9 85 1.9 2401 55.1 1261 29.0 571 13.1 4355 100.0
Supplies 45 1.0 138 3.2 2511 57.6 1248 28.6 421 9.6 4363 100.0
Training Funds 126 2.9 168 3.9 3086 71.4 708 16.4 235 5.4 4324 100.0
Staff Travel Funds 142 3.3 195 4.5 3007 69.1 799 18.4 207 4.8 4351 100.0
Computer Progremming 78 1.8 73 1.7 2297 52.9 1275 29.4 618 14.2 4341 100.0
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Table 4.2e

Changes in Financial Aid Resources
by Institutional Characteristics

Uses EDExpress Software: Yes

Resource Change in Level

Total
Significant
decrease

small

decrease

No
significant

change
Small

increase
Significant
increase

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

-

Number of Staff 37 1.6 95 4.1 1617 70.2 423 18.3 133 5.8 2315 100.0
Staff in Acct. & Business 23 1.0 88 3.8 1976 86.1 193 8.4 16 0.7 2296 100.0

Technical Support Staff 25 1.1 65 2.8 1802 78.4 335 14.6 70 3.1 2297 100.0

Current Staff Hours 39 1.7 80 3.5 1225 53.3 631 27.4 325 14.1 2301 100.0

Equipment/Computers 19 0.8 27 1.2 1089 47.3 763 33.1 406 17.6 2304 100.0

Supplies 44 1.9 89 3.8 1237 53.7 677 29.4 256 11.1 2303 100.0

Training Funds 44 1.9 72 3.1 1625 71.2 403 17.6 140 6.1 2283 100.0

Staff Travel Funds 63 2.7 73 3.2 1614 70.3 434 18.9 112 4.9 2296 100.0

Computer Programming 27 1.2 42 1.8 952 41.4 821 35.7 458 19.9 2300 100.0

Uses EDExpress Software: Mo

Resource Change in Level

No

Significant Small significant Small Significant
decrease decrease change increase increase Total

N Pct. M Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. a Pct.

Number of Staff 55 1.8 79 2.6 2332 78.5 409 13.8 94 3.2 2969 100.0
Staff in Acct. & Business 34 1.1 71 2.4 2577 86.8 241 8.1 46 1.5 2968 100.0
Technical Support Staff 42 1.4 45 1.5 2563 86.4 275 9.3 42 1.4 2968 100.0
Current Staff Hours 46 1.5 117 3.9 1782 60.0 686 23.1 339 11.4 2969 100.0
Equipment/Computers 27 0.9 64 2.2 1707 57.4 848 28.5 325 10.9 2973 100.0
Supplies 30 1.0 97 3.3 1796 60.3 772 25.9 284 9.5 2980 100.0
Training Funds 90 3.0 116 3.9 2142 72.5 454 15.4 151 5.1 2953 100.0
Staff Travel Funds 90 3.0 159 5.3 2071 69.6 512 17.2 142 4.8 2974 100.0
Computer Programming 56 1.9 46 1.6 1701 57.4 807 27.2 352 11.9 2961 100.0

2 3 2

BEST COPY AVAILABLE



Table 4.2f

Changes in Financial Aid Resources

by Institutional Characteristics

Computer System: Mainframe only

Resource Change in Level

No

Significant Small significant Small Significant

decrease decrease change increase increase Total

-
N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Number of Staff 3 0.9 11 3.7 218 76.4 43 15.2 11 3.7 286 100.0

Staff in Acct. i Business 0 0 14 5.0 246 86.0 24 8.5 1 0.5 286 100.0

Technical Support Staff 3 0.9 10 3.5 226 79.1 37 13.0 10 3.5 286 100.0

Current Staff Hours 3 1.1 8 2.8 159 55.7 72 25.3 43 15.1 286 100.0

Equipment/Computers 1 0.5 6 2.0 169 59.3 94 33.0 15 5.2 286 100.0

Supplies 0 0 7 2.5 171 59.8 74 25.9 34 11.8 286 100.0

Training Funds 5 1.7 14 4.8 225 79.3 33 11.6 7 2.6 284 100.0

Staff Travel Funds 7 2.6 25 8.6 203 71.1 43 15.2 7 2.6 286 100.0

Computer Programming 4 1.3 5 1.8 130 45.4 107 37.3 40 14.1 286 100.0

Ccaputer System: Both mainfrNte and PC

Resource Change in Level

No

Significant Small significant Small Significant

decrease decrease change increase increase Total

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Number of Staff 38 1.9 49 2.5 1414 71.4 364 18.4 114 5.8 1980 100.0

Staff in Acct. i Business 23 1.1 52 2.6 1727 87.5 149 7.5 24 1.2 1974 100.0

Technical Support Staff 34 1.7 36 1.8 1555 78.4 301 15.2 58 2.9 1984 100.0

current Staff Hours 38 1.9 55 2.8 1048 52.9 544 27.5 295 14.9 1982 100.0

Equipment/Computers 19 1.0 19 1.0 894 45.0 714 36.0 340 17.1 1987 100.0

Supplies 46 2.3 92 4.6 1030 51.7 581 29.2 243 12.2 1992 100.0

Training Funds 43 2.2 58 2.9 1466 74.5 305 15.5 95 4.8 1967 100.0

Staff Travel Funde 72 3.6 64 3.2 1399 70.6 366 18.5 80 4.0 1982 100.0

Computer Programming 24 1.2 37 1.8 827 41.6 718 36.1 382 19.2 1987 100.0

Confuter System: PC only

Resource Change in Level

No

Significant Smell significant Small Significant

decrease decrease change increase increase Total

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. I N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

*umber of Staff 14 0.9 82 4.9 1267 76.4 236 14.2 60 3.6 1659 100.0

Staff in Acct. & Business 7 0.4 53 3.2 1421 85.8 161 9.7 14 0.9 1656 100.0

Technical Support Staff 14 0.8 54 3.3 1386 84.1 170 10.3 25 1.5 1649 100.0

Current Staff Hours 23 1.4 49 2.9 998 60.3 416 25.1 168 10.2 1654 100.0

Equipment/Computers 7 0.4 47 2.8 883 53.2 477 28.7 245 14.8 1659 100.0

Supplies 12 0.8 41 2.5 1055 63.6 433 26.1 117 7.0 1659 100.0

Training Funde 22 1.3 62 3.8 1152 69.7 305 18.4 111 6.7 1652 100.0

Staff Travel Funde 24 1.5 74 4.5 1154 69.8 333 20.1 70 4.2 1655 100.0

Computer Programming 34 2.1 18 1.1 867 52.6 491 29.8 238 14.4 1649 100.0

23



Table 4.2f

Changes in Financial Aid Resources

by Institutional Characteristics

Computer System: Contracted servicer

[

Resource
Change in Level

No

Significant Small significant Small Significant

decrease decrease change increase increase Total

-

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

-

Number of Staff 14 2.4 14 2.4 455 77.7 81 13.8 22 3.8 585 100.0

Staff in Acct. 8, Business 7 1.2 17 2.9 499 85.3 62 10.7 0 0 585 100.0

Technical Support Staff 7 1.2 1 0.2 496 84.7 74 12.7 7 1.2 585 100.0

Current Staff Hours 7 1.2 47 8.1 308 52.6 162 27.7 61 10.4 585 100.0

Equipment/Computers 7 1.2 10 1.7 336 57.4 173 29.5 60 10.2 585 100.0

Supplies 7 1.2 16 2.7 296 50.5 188 32.2 79 13.4 585 100.0

Training Funds 17 2.9 20 3.4 367 62.7 141 24.0 41 7.1 585 100.0

Staff Travel Funds 17 2.9 9 1.5 366 62.6 138 23.6 55 9.4 585 100.0

Computer Programming 7 1.2 11 1.9 354 60.6 142 24.4 70 12.0 584 100.0

Comouter System: All manual processing

Resource
Change in Level

No

Significant Small significant Small Significant

decrease decrease change increase increase Total

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Number of Staff 6 1.2 14 2.7 436 83.6 53 10.2 12 2.4 521 100.0

Staff in Acct. & Business 11 2.1 13 2.4 451 86.8 24 4.7 21 4.0 519 100.0

Technical Support Stiff 4 0.7 6 1.1 492 95.0 8 1.6 8 1.6 518 100.0

Current Staff Hours 4 0.8 30 5.8 349 67.3 84 16.1 52 10.0 519 100.0

Equipment/Computers 2 0.4 10 1.9 373 72.2 93 18.0 39 7.5 517 100.0

Supplies 2 0.4 23 4.4 339 65.4 115 22.2 39 7.5 518 100.0

Training Funds 32 6.2 20 3.9 393 77.1 43 8.5 22 4.3 509 100.0

Staff Travel Funds 17 3.3 31 6.0 407 78.4 40 7.7 24 4.6 519 100.0

Computer Programming 8 1.5 7 1.3 347 67.5 108 21.1 44 8.6 514 100.0

Computer System: Other

Resource Change in Level

No

Significant Small significant Small Significant

decrease decrease change increase increase Total

M Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Number of Staff 17 6.9 4 1.8 160 65.6 54 22.3 8 3.4 244 100.0

Staff in Acct. & Business 10 4.0 10 3.9 210 86.0 13 5.5 1 0.5 244 100.0

Technical Support Staff 7 2.8 3 1.3 210 86.1 19 7.9 5 1.9 244 100.0

Current Staff Hours 8 3.4 0 3.2 145 59.4 38 15.7 45 18.3 244 100.0

Equipment/Computers 10 3.9 0 0 142 58.1 59 24.4 33 13.5 ?44 100.0

Supplies 7 2.8 7 2.9 143 58.6 57 23.5 29 12.1 244 100.0

Training Funds 15 6.4 15 6.1 165 69.1 30 12.6 14 5.8 238 100.0

Staff Travel Funds 15 6.2 30 12.2 156 63.9 26 10.7 17 7.0 244 100.0

Computer Programming 7 2.9 10 3.9 129 53.1 61 25.3 36 14.7 242 100.0



Table 4.29

Changes in Financial Aid Resources
by Institutional Characteristics

Number of Lenders: 1 - 2

Resource Change in Level

No
Significant Small significant Small Significant
decrease decrease change increase increase Total

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Number of Staff 31 2.4 56 4.2 995 74.5 207 15.5 47 3.5 1337 100.0Staff in Acct. & Business 21 1.5 51 3.8 1098 82.4 147 11.1 15 1.1 1332 100.0Technical Support Staff 27 2.0 39 2.9 1111 83.8 123 9.3 27 2.0 1326 100.0Current Staff Hours 35 2.6 39 2.9 790 59.2 311 23.3 160 12.0 1335 100.0Equipment/Computers 12 0.9 35 2.6 788 59.1 337 25.2 162 12.1 1333 100.0Supplies 18 1.4 49 3.7 797 59.7 358 26.8 112 8.4 1335 100.0Training Funds 41 3.1 59 4.5 914 69.2 207 15.7 100 7.6 1322 100.0Staff Travel Funds 29 2.1 70 5.3 919 68.9 241 18.1 74 5.6 1-13 100.0Computer Programming 30 2.3 21 1.6 809 60.9 332 25.0 136 10.2 1328 100.0

umber of Lenders: 3 - 5

Resource Change in Level

Ho
Significant Smell significant Small Significant
decrease decrease change increase increase Total

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. II Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Number of Staff 24 1.5 58 3.7 1211 76.0 224 14.1 76 4.8 1593 100.0Staff in Acct. & Business 12 0.8 71 4.5 1356 85.3 130 8.2 20 1.2 1589 100.0Technical Support Staff 17 1.1 45 2.8 1319 82.7 191 12.0 21 1.3 1593 100.0Current Staff Hours 24 1.5 82 5.2 924 58.0 410 25.7 151 9.5 1592 100.0Equipment/Computers 15 0.9 38 2.4 873 54.8 427 26.8 242 15.2 1593 100.0Supplies 26 1.6 57 3.6 996 62.3 352 22.0 167 10.4 1599 100.0Training Fundi 51 3.2 47 3.0 1136 71.7 261 16.5 89 5.6 1585 100.0Staff Travel Funds 49 3.1 69 4.4 1118 70.5 265 16.7 84 5.3 1587 100.0Computer Programming 28 1.8 29 1.8 815 51.2 499 31.3 220 13.9 1591 100.0

Number of Lenders: 6 - 10

Resource
Change in Level

No
Significant Small significant Small Significant
decrease decrease change increase increase Total

M Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Number of Staff 26 2.1 24 1.9 895 73.1 218 17.8 61 5.0 1224 100.0Staff in Acct. & Business 20 1.6 14 1.1 1100 89.8 74 6.0 18 1.4 1225 100.0Technical Support Staff 15 1.2 9 0.7 1015 82.8 152 12.4 34 2.8 1226 100.0Current Staff Hours 13 1.1 42 3.5 664 54.1 328 16.7 180 14.7 1227 100.0Equipment/Computers 13 1.0 12 1.0 585 47.5 453 j6.8 169 13.7 1232 100.nSupplies 20 1.6 41 3.4 674 54.9 351 28.6 142 11.6 1227 100.1'Training Funds 24 2.0 44 3.6 889 72.6 197 16.1 69 5.7 1224 100.0Staff Travel Funds 40 3.2 40 3.2 856 69.6 242 19.7 53 4.3 1230 100.0Computer Programming 22 1.8 15 1.2 555 45.2 434 35.4 201 16.4 1228 100.0



Table 4.2g

Changes in Financial Aid Resources
by Institutional CharacteristIcs

Number of Lenders: 11 - 20

Resource Change in Level

No

Significant Small significant Small Significant
decrease decrease change increase increase Total

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.
-

Number of Staff 1 0.3 23 4.9 375 79.9 61 13.1 9 1.8 469 100.0
Staff in Acct. & Business 4 0.8 13 2.7 423 90.2 29 6.1 1 0.3 469 100.0
Technical Support Staff 1 0.3 12 2.5 396 84.8 44 9.5 14 2.9 467 100.0
Current Staff Hours 4 0.8 12 2.6 262 55.8 116 24.7 75 16.0 469 100.0
Equipment/Computers 3 0.7 2 0.5 241 51.5 162 34.7 59 12.6 468 100.0
Supplies 2 0.5 14 3.0 242 51.8 169 36.1 40 8.6 467 100.0
Training Funds 8 1.8 21 4.6 342 74.5 80 17.4 7 1.6 458 100.0
Staff Travel Funds 20 4.3 28 5.9 321 68.4 93 19.9 7 1.6 469 100.0
Computer Programming 0 0 9 1.9 212 45.8 148 32.0 94 20.3 464 100.0

Number of Lenders: Over 20

Resource Change in Level

No

Significant Small significant Small Significant
decrease decrease change increase increase Total'

N Pct. M

,

Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Number of Staff 9 1.4 13 1.9 474 72.7 122 18.7 34 5.3 652 100.0
Staff in Acct. & Business 1 0.2 10 1.6 576 88.7 54 8.3 8 1.2 650 100.0
Technical Support Staff 7 1.0 5 0.7 524 80.3 100 15.3 17 2.6 652 100.0
Current Staff Hours 8 1.3 21 3.2 368 56.9 152 23.6 97 15.1 647 100.0
Equipment/Computers 4 0.6 4 0.7 310 47.7 232 35.6 100 15.4 651 100.0
Supplies 7 1.1 24 3.7 324 49.5 220 33.5 80 12.2 654 100.0
Training Funds 9 1.4 16 2.5 486 75.1 110 17.0 25 3.9 648 100.0
Staff Travel Funds 15 2.3 25 3.9 472 72.5 104 16.0 35 5.4 651 100.0
Computer Programming 3 0.4 15 2.2 262 40.3 214 32.9 158 24.2 651 100.0
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Table 4.2h

Changes in Financial Aid Resources
by Institutional Characteristics

Number of GAs: 1

Resource Change in Levet

No

Significant Small significant Small Significant

decrease decrease change increase increase Total

N Pct. N Pc1, N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.
-

Number of Staff 40 1.8 83 3.8 1664 75.7 342 15.6 69 3.1 2197 100.0

Staff in Acct. & Business 29 1.3 78 3.6 1871 85.2 189 8.6 29 1.3 2197 100.0

Technical Support Staff 27 1.2 59 2.7 1884 86.0 190 8.7 31 1.4 2192 100.0

Current Staff Hours 45 2.1 84 3.8 1325 60.1 523 23.8 225 10.2 2203 100.0

Equipment/Computers 15 0.7 39 1.8 1323 60.1 589 26.8 235 10.7 2201 100.0

Supplies 28 1.3 64 2.9 1389 62.9 560 25.4 168 7.6 2209 100.0

Training Funds 51 2.3 62 2.9 1587 72.6 356 16.3 130 5.9 2186 100.0

Staff Travel Fun& 59 2.7 83 3.8 1525 69.4 409 18.6 121 5.5 2197 100.0

Computer Programming 38 1.7 38 1.7 157 57.4 575 26.2 284 13.0 2192 100.0

Number of GAs: 2 - 3

Resource Change in Level

No

Significant Small significant Small Significant

decrease decrease

I

change increase increase Total

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Number of Staff 40 1.9 71 3.4 1564 74.3 320 15.2 108 5.2 2104 100.0

Staff in Acct. A Business 27 1.3 63 3.0 1816 86.5 173 8.3 20 1.0 2099 100.0

Technical Support Staff 26 1.2 43 2.0 1683 80.0 291 13.8 62 3.0 2105 100.0

Current Staff Hours 34 1.6 77 3.7 1190 56.6 543 25.8 258 12.3 2102 100.0

Equipment/Computers 22 1.1 37 1.7 1046 49.7 651 31.0 347 16.5 2103 100.0

Supplies 41 2.0 79 3.8 1131 56.1 564 26.8 239 11.3 2105 100.0

Training Funds 72 3.5 94 4.5 1464 70.0 349 16.7 111 5.3 2091 100.0

Staff Travel Funds 73 3.5 111 5.3 1479 70.4 350 16.7 87 4.2 2101 100.0

Computer Programming 39 1.9 30 1.4 1000 47.6 727 34.6 306 14.6 2101 100.0

Number of GAs: 4 - 5

Resource Change in Levet

No

Significant Small significant Small Significant

decrease decrease change increase increase Total

N Pct. N Pct. N Iftt. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Number of Staff 8 1.7 6 1.1 385 76.4 87 17.2 18 3.5 503 100.0

Staff in Acct. & Business 1 0.3 9 1.8 432 86.7 45 9.0 11 2.2 498 100.0

Technical Support Staff 8 1.7 4 0.9 417 83.8 57 11.5 10 2.1 498 100.0

Current Staff Hours 3 0.6 16 3.2 259 52.0 131 26.2 89 17.9 498 100.0

Equipment/Computers 4 0.9 15 3.1 228 l' 177 35.3 77 15.4 502 100.0

Supplies 0 0 14 2.9 276 55.4 134 26.8 74 14.9 499 100.0

Training Fun& 8 1.6 23 4.7 366 73.5 68 13.6 33 6.6 498 100.0

Staff Travel Funds 12 2.4 21 4.3 348 69.3 93 18.5 28 5.6 502 100.0

Computer Programming 5 1.1 8 1.6 218 43.7 173 35.1 92 18.4 499 100.0
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Table 4.2h

Changes in Financial Aid Resources

by Institutional Characteristics

Number of GAs: Over 5

Resource Change in Level

No

Significant Small significant Small Significant

decrease decrease change increase increase Total

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.
-

Number of Staff 4 0.8 14 3.0 337 71.8 83 17.7 32 6.8 470 100.0

Staff in Acct. & Business 0 0 8 1.7 434 92.3 27 5.7 1 0.3 470 100.0

Technical Support Staff 7 1.4 4 0.8 380 80.8 71 15.2 9 1.8 471 100.0

Current Staff Hours 2 0.5 20 4.3 232 49.8 120 25.7 92 19.7 467 100.0

Equipment/Computers 4 1.0 0 0 200 42.5 193 41.1 72 15.4 470 100.0

Supplies 5 1.0 28 6.0 188 39.8 191 40.5 59 12.6 471 100.0

Training Funds 3 0.7 8 1.8 349 75.7 84 18.2 17 3.7 462 100.0

Staff Travel Funds 9 1.9 17 3.7 333 70.9 94 20.0 17 3.6 470 100.0

Computer Programming 1 0.3 12 2.6
_

177 37.9 150 32.1 127 27.2 469 100.0



Table 4.2i

Changes in Financial Aid Resources

by Institutional Characteristics

DL Application: Year 2 Participant-
Resource Change in Level

No
Significant Small significant Small Significant
decrease decrease change increase increase Total

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Number of Staff 30 2.4 43 3.4 890 70.6 246 19.5 51 4.0 1261 100.0
Staff in Acct. 8 Business 19 1.5 36 2.8 1071 85.1 119 9.5 14 1.1 1259 100.0
Technical Support Staff 30 2.3 23 1.8 1000 79.3 174 13.8 34 2.7 1261 100.0
Current Staff Hours 26 2.1 48 3.8 671 53.0 320 25.3 199 15.8 1265 100.0
Equipment/Computers 18 1.4 23 1.8 639 50.6 350 27.7 233 18.4 1264 100.0
Supplies 22 1.7 36 2.8 716 56.4 351 27.6 146 11.5 1271 100.0
Training Funds 49 3.9 39 3.1 802 64.4 263 21.1 93 7.5 1246 100.0
Staff Travel Funds 42 3.3 43 3.4 783 62.1 295 23.4 99 7.9 1262 100.0
Computer Programming 18 1.4 26 2.1 635 50.2 38 30.3 202 16.0 1263 100.0

DL Application: Pending for Year 3

Resource Change in Level

No
Significant Small significant Small Significant
decrease decrease change increase increase Total

M Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Number of Staff 13 3.8 26 7.6 239 68.9 46 13.3 22 6.4 346 100.0
Staff in Acct. i Business 6 1.6 24 6.9 258 75.0 53 15.4 4 1.1 344 100.0
Technical Support Staff 3 0.7 0 0 270 78.1 66 19.2 7 2.0 346 100.0
Current Staff Hours 1 0.4 3 0.8 217 64.0 68 20.0 51 14.9 340 100.0
Equipment/Computers 1 0.4 5 1.5 157 45.4 140 40.6 42 12.2 346 100.0
Supplies 1 0.4 11 3.3 225 65.0 57 16.5 52 14.9 346 100.0
Training Funds 4 1.1 23 6.7 236 68.3 69 19.9 14 3.9 346 100.0
Staff Travel Funde 4 1.1 26 7.5 251 73.2 51 15.0 11 3.2 343 100.0
Computer Programming 3 0.7 4 1.1 148 42.7 158 45.6 34 9.9 346 100.0

DL Application: Will Apply for Year 3

Resource Change in Level

No
Significant Small significant Small Significant
decrease decrease change increase increase Total

M Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Number of Staff 1 0.4 18 5.5 224 69,4 68 21.1 12 3.6 322 100.0
Staff in Acct. i Business 0 0 14 4.4 266 82.6 32 9.8 10 3.1 322 100.0
Technical Support Staff 0 0 18 5.5 252 78.3 36 11.1 16 5.1 322 100.0
Current Staff Hours 3 1.0 17 5.3 162 50.2 92 28.7 48 14.9 322 100.0
Equipment/Computers 0 0 27 8.3 136 42.3 111 34.5 48 14.9 322 100.0
Supplies 3 1.0 36 11.2 127 39.3 127 39.5 29 9.0 322 100.0
Training Funds 14 4.4 36 11.1 207 64.4 45 14.0 20 6.2 321 100.0
Staff Trivet Funde .8 2.6 35 11.0 213 66.0 50 15.6 15 4.8 322 100.0
Computer Programming 22 6.8 15 4.6 106 33.0 85 26.4 94 29.1 322 100.0
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Table 4.21

Changes in Financial Aid Resources
by Institutional Chacacteristics

DL Application: Application Rejected

Resource Change in Level

No
Small significant Small Significant

decrease change increase increase Total

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Number of Staff 7 5.7 66 54.4 41 34.1 7 5.7 121 100.0

Staff in Acct. & Business 8 6.8 82 68.1 23 19.4 7 5.7 121 100.0

Technical Support Staff 7 5.7 102 84.1 12 10.1 0 0 121 100.0

Current Staff Hours 0 0 77 63.5 29 24.0 15 12.5 121 100.0

Equipment/Computers 3 2.4 60 49.8 51 42.1 7 5.7 121 100.0

Supplies 1 1.1 63 52.1 34 28.5 22 18.3 121 100.0

Training Funds 8 6.8 75 62.4 16 13.7 21 17.2 121 100.0

Staff Travel Fundt 1 1.1 82 68.1 23 19.4 14 11.4 121 100.0

Computer Programming 0 0 71 59.0 19 15.9 30 25.1 121 100.0

DL Application: No

Resource Change in Level

No
Significant Small significant Small Significant
decrease decrease change increase increase Total

Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Number of Staff 34 1.2 57 2.1 2170 79.1 372 13.6 112 4.1 2744 1-.0
Staff in Acct. S. Business 27 1.0 60 2.2 2450 89.5 175 6.4 27 1.0 2738 100.0
Technical Support Staff 31 1.1 58 2.1 2348 85.8 260 9.5 39 1.4 2737 100.0
Current Staff Hours 47 1.7 94 3.4 1624 59.3 680 24.8 296 10.8 2741 100.0
Equipment/Computers 24 0.9 28 1.0 1529 55.7 837 30.5 326 11.9 2744 100.0
Supplies 41 1.5 89 3.3 1670 60.9 700 25.5 243 8.9 2743 100.0
Training Funds 60 2.2 64 2.4 2068 75.9 403 14.8 128 4.7 2723 100.0
Staff Travel Funds 83 3.0 108 3.9 1985 72.5 458 16.7 106 3.9 2740 100.0
Computer Programming 36 1.3 34 1.2 1463 53.6 814 29.8 381 14.0 2728 100.0

DL Application: Other

Resource Change in Level

No
Significant Small significant Small Significant
decrease decrease change increase increase Total

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Number of Staff 14 2.9 23 4.8 361 75.2 59 12.2 24 4.9 480 100.0
Staff in Acct. & Business 5 1.1 17 3.5 426 88.7 32 6.7 0 0 480 100.0
Technical Support Staff 4 0.8 4 0.8 393 82.1 61 12.8 17 3.5 479 100.0

Current Staff Hours 7 1.4 36 7.4 256 53.2 128 26.5 55 11.5 482 100.0

Equipment/Computers 3 0.5 6 1.3 275 57.3 121 25.2 75 15.7 480 100.0
Supplies 7 1.5 12 2.5 233 48.4 180 37.5 48 10.1 480 100.0

Training Funds 7 1.5 17 3.6 379 79.2 59 12.4 16 3.3 479 100.0

Staff Travel Funda 16 3.3 19 4.0 371 77.0 68 14.0 8 1.7 482 100.0

Computer Programming 5 1.1 9 1.8 229 47.8 169 35.1 68 14.1 480 100.0
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Table 5a

Comparisons of Ratings of FFEL versus DL Programs

Rating Variable PROGRAM

DL FFEL

MEAN MEAN

Current Satisfaction 1.5 2.2
Previous Satisfaction 3.3 2.3
Effort to Administer 2.4 3.0

Table 5b

Comparisons of FFEL versus DL Programs
Satisfaction Ratings by Activity

Activity PROGRAM

DL FFEL

MEAN MEAN

Keeping up with regulations 1.7 2.4
Answering questions About loans 1.3 1.7
Counseling borrowers in school 1.3 1.7
Helping rtudents with loans after school 1.6 2.1
Receipt of loan fun& 1.3 1.7
Disbursement of loan funds 1.5 9.9
Refunding excess loan funds to students 1.5 2.2
Financial monitoring/reporting 1.8 2.0
Recordicesping/reporting of studgnt info 1.9 2.1
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Table 5c

Timeliness Rating qsefulness Rating

DL FFEL DL FFEL

MEAN MEAN MEAN MEAN

Materials/Training
Telephone support
Information
Counseling materials

1.5

1.6

1.9

2.4
2.6

2.1

1.3

1.4

1.3

2.2
2.2
2.1
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Table 5d

Materials/Training: Telephone support

Program Timeliness Rating

1 2 3 4 5 Totl!

Pct Pct Pct Pct Pct Pct

DL 64.0 25.0 6.0 3.0 2.0 100.0
FFEL 27.1 27.8 26.7 10.4 8.0 100.0

Table 5d

Materiats/Training: information

Program Timeliness Rating

4 2 3 4 5 Total

Act Pct Pct Pet Pct Pct

FFELF-
58.3
22.4

29.1

27.2
10.7

28.7
1.0

13.6
1.0

8.2
100.0

100.0

Table Sd

Materials/Training: Counseling materials

Program Timeliness Rating

1 2 3 4 5 Total

Pct Pct Pet Pct Pct Pct

DL 51.0 23.1 17.3 3.8 4.8 100.0
FFEL 36.4 30.6 22.9 6.5 3.6 100.0
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Table 5e

Materials/Training: Telephone support

Program Usefulness Rating

1 2 3 4 5 Total

Pct Pct Pct Pct Pct Pct

DL 74.5 19.4 5.1 0 1.0 100.0

FFEL 38.2 24.6 22.3 9.8 5.1 100.0

Table Se

Materials/Training: Information

Program Usefulness Rating

1 2 3 4 5 Total

Pct Pct Pct Pct Pct Pct

DL 67.6 25.5 4.9 1.0 1.0 100.0

FFEL 37.4 27.6 21.4 9.9 3.7 100.0

Table 5e

Materials/Training: Counseling materials

Program Usefulness Rating

1 2 3 4 5 Total

Pet Pet Pct Pct Pct Pet

DL 76.7 16.5 5.8 0 1.0 100.0
FFEL 41.9 27.0 19.9 7.0 4.3 100.0
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Table 5f

rhanges in Financial Aid Resources by Program

Number of Staff

Change in Levet

Total

Significant
decrease

Small

decrease

No
significant

change
Small

increase
Significant

increase

Pct. Pct. Pct. Pct. ',,ct. Pct.

PROGRAM
DL
FF

1.9

1.7
3.8
3.4

74.0

74.6

19.2

16.0
1.0

4.3
100.0

100.0
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Table 5g

Satisfaction with Comparable Aspects of FFEL versus DL Program

Workload to counsel borrowers

Level of Satisfaction

Total
1=Very
Satisfied 2 3 4

5uVery
Dissatisfied

Pct. Pct. Pct. Pct. Pct. Pct.

PROGRAM
DL
FFEL

61.5
16.0

26.0
30.8

9.6
32.1

1.0
15.1

1.9
6.0

100.0
100.0

Table Sh

Mean Satisfaction Ratings of Comparable Aspects of Programs

Aspect of Program PROGRAM

DL FFEL

Mean
Rating

Mean
Rating

Workload to counsel borrowers 1.6 2.6



Table 6.1

Most Important Factors in Choice of FFEL

Reasons for Choosing FFEL Level of mportance

Total

Tcp 3 in
Importance

Less

Important

K Pct. 111 Pct. N Pct.

Familiarity with FFEL 1404 45.8 1659 54.2 3063 100.0
Serves borrowers well 2090 66.9 1035 33.1 3125 100.0
Maintain relationships 797 26.3 2229 73.7 3026 1G0.0
Not join DL in 1st year 644 22.1 2384 77.9 3058 100.0
FEEL appears simpler 677 22.6 2325 77.4 3002 100.0
No loan processing responsibility 193 6.5 2793 93.5 2992 100.0
Choice of loan sources 834 27.5 2197 72.5 3031 100.0
Do not want to originate loans 1015 33.4 2024 66.6 3040 100.0
Support of key administrators 318 10.6 2687 89.4 3005 100.0
Important FFEL external support 96 3.2 2880 96.8 2976 100.0
Other 553 34.4 1055 65.6 1608 100.0
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Table 6.1s

Most Important Factors in Choice of FFEL
by Institutional Characteristics

Type & Control: 4-Year Public

Reasons for Choosing FFEL Level of aportance

Total
Top 3 in
Importance

Less
Important

N Pct. N Pct. d Pct.

Familiarity with FFEL 89 36.3 157 63.7 247100.0
Serves borrowers well 191 72.6 72 27.4 263 100.0

Maintain relationships 81 32.3 169 67.7 250 100.0

Mot join DL in 1st year 74 30.6 168 69.4 243 100.0

FEEL appears simpler 42 17.4 201 82.6 243 100.0

No loan processira responsibility 10 4.2 229 95.8 239 100.0

Choice of loan sources 50 32.7 165 67.3 245 100.0

Do not want to originate Loans 61 25.1 183 74.9 244 100.0

Support of key administrators 25 10.5 215 89.5 240 100.0

Important FFEL external support 12 5.2 226 94.8 239 100.0

Other 70 50.7 68 49.3 139 100.0

Table 6.1a

Most Important Factors in Choice of FFEL
by Institutional Characteristics

Type & Control: 2-Year Public

Reasons for Choosing FFEL Level of Importance

Total
Top 3 in
Importance

Less
Important

N Pct. N Pct. IA Pct.

Familiarity with FFEL 377 46.0 442 54.0 819 100.0
Serves borrowers well 534 64.7 292 35.3 825 100.0

Maintain relationships 196 24.7 599 75.3 795 100.0
Not join DL in 1st year 167 20.5 647 79.5 814 100.0

FFEL appears simpler 177 22.4 614 77.6 790 100.0
No loan processing responsibility 60 7.6 731 92.4 791 100.0

Choice of loan sources 191 23.8 610 76.2 801 100.0
Do not want to originate loans 337 41.6 474 58.4 810 100.0
Support of key administrators 109 13.7 657 86.3 796 100.0
Important FFEL external support 25 3.2 761 96.8 756 100.0

Cther 140 32.9 286 67.1 426 100.0
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Table 6.1a

Most Important Factors in Choice of FFEL
by Institutional Characteristics

Type & Control: 4-Year Private

Reasons for Choosing FFEL Levet of mportance

Total

Top 3 in
Importance

Less

Important

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Familiarity with FFEL 396 42.5 536 57.5 932 100.0
Serves borrowers well 642 66.5 323 33.5 965 100.0
Maintain relationships 225 24.5 693 75.5 918 100.0
Not join OL in 1st year 250 26.9 680 73.1 930 100.0
FFEL appears simpler 181 19.9 729 80.1 909 100.0
No loan processing responsibility 52 5.8 845 94.2 897 100.0
Choice of loan sources 302 32.7 622 67.3 923 100.0
Do not want to originate loans 329 36.0 585 64.0 914 100.0
Support of key administrators 133 14.5 780 85.5 913 100.0
Important FFEL external scpport 40 4.5 855 95.5 ms 100.0
Other 199 37.2 336 62.8 535 100.0

Table 6.1a

Most Important Factora in Choice of FFEL
by Institutional Characteristics

Type & Control: 2-Year Private

Reasons for Choosing FFEL Level of mportance

Total

Top 3 in
Importance

Less
Important

li Pct. N Pct.
--

M Pct,

Familiarity with FFEL 204 48.1 220 51.9 424 100.0
Serves borrowers well 257 60.6 168 39.4 425 100.0
Maintain relationships 99 23.5 322 76.5 421 100.0
Not join OL in 1st year 53 12.6 365 87.4 418 100.0
FFEL appears simpler 118 28.0 302 72.0 420 100.0
No loan processing responsibility 35 8.5 382 91.5 418 100.0
Choice of loan sources 111 26.4 309 73.6 421 100.0
Do not went to originate loans 163 37.9 267 62.1 430 100.0
Swport of key administrators 33 8.0 383 92.0 416 100.0
Important FFEL external support 9 2.1 408 97.9 416 100.0
Other 53 25.7 155 74.3 208 100.0



Table 6.1a

Most Important Factors in Choice of FFEL
by Instituticnal Characteristics

Type & Control: Proprietary

Reasons for Choosing FFEL Level of Inportance

Totat
Top 3 in
Importance

Less
Important

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Familiarity with FFEL 337 52.6 304 47.4 641 100.0

Serves borrowers well 467 72.1 180 27.9 647 100.0

Maintain relationships 196 30.6 445 69.4 641 100.0

Not join DL in 1st year 131 20.0 523 80.0 654 100.0

FFEL appears simpler 160 25.0 480 75.0 640 100.0

No Loan processing respcsisibitity 36 5.5 611 94.5 647 100.0

Choice of loan sources 150 23.4 491 76.6 641 100.0

Do not want to originate loans 125 19.6 516 80.4 641 100.0

Support of key administrators 18 2.8 622 97,2 640 100.0

Important FFEL external support 10 1.5 630 9;c",5 640 100.0

Other 91 30.1 210 69.9 301 100.0
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Table 6.1b

Most Important Factors in Choice of FEEL
by Institutional Characteristics

Loan Volume: $1,000,000 or less

Reasces for Choosing FFEL Level of mportance

Total

Top 3 in

Importance
Less

Important

N Pct. M Pct. N Pct.

Familiarity with FFEL am 48.6 941 51.4 1830 100.0
Serves borrowers well 1188 64.6 652 35.4 1839 100.0
Maintain relationships 454 25.1 1354 74.9 1808 100.0
Not join DL in 1st year 305 16.7 1521 83.3 1826 100.0
FEEL appears simpler 454 25.3 1342 74.7 1797 100.0
No loan processing responsibility 136 7.6 1669 92.4 1806 100.0
Choice of loan sources 406 22.5 1402 77.5 laoa 100.0
Do not want to originate loans 667 36.5 1163 63.5 1830 100.0
Support of key administrators 175 9.7 167c 90.3 1800 100.0
Important FEEL external support 39 2.2 1752 97.8 1791 100.0
Other 289 32.2 608 67.8 897 100.0

Table 6.1b

Most Important Factors in Choice of FFEL
by Institutional Characteristics

Loan Volume: $1,000,001-S5,000,000

Reasons for Choosing FFEL Level of mportance

Total

Top 3 in
Importance

Less
Important

N Pct. N Pct. N 1Pct.

Familiarity with FFEL 395 44.9 484 55.1 880 100.0
Serves borrowers well 625 68.2 291 31.8 916 100.0
Maintain relationships 243 28.2 619 71.8 862 100.0
Not join DL in 1st year 268 30.4 613 69.6 am 100.0
FEEL wears simpler 156 18.2 702 81.8 858 100.0
No losn processing responsibility 43 5.1 802 94.9 845 100.0
Choice of loan sources 308 35.3 566 64.7 874 100.0
Do not wsnt to originate loans 258 29.9 603 70.1 am 100.0
Upport of key administrators 99 11.5 760 88.5 859 100.0
Important FEEL external support 35 4.1 807 95.9 842 100.0
Other 168 33.5 334 66.5 502 100.0



Table 6.1b

Most Important Factors in Choice of FFEL
by Institutional Characteristics

Loan Volume: $5,000,001410,000,000

Reasons for Choosing FFEL Level of mportance

Total

Top 3 in
Importance

Less
Important

N Pct. N Pct. 01 Pct.

Familiarity with FFEL 70 35.5 127 64.5 197 100.0
Serves borrowers well 152 74.3 53 25.7 205 100.0
Maintain relationships 55 27.3 146 72.7 201 100.0
Not join DL in 1st year 47 23.3 153 76.7 200 100.0
FFEL appears simpler 39 19.8 158 80.2 197 100.0
No loan processing responsibility 10 5.0 185 95.0 195 100.0
Choice of Loan sources 71 35.9 127 64.1 199 100.0
Do not want to originate loans 53 27.1 144 72.9 197 100.0
Support of key administrators 24 12.1 172 87.9 196 100.0
Important FFEl external support 10 5.2 185 94.8 195 100.0
Other 51 43.4 66 56.6 117 100.0

Table 6.1b

Most Important Factors in Choice of FFEL
by Institutional Characteristics

Loan Volume: $10,000,0001420,000,000

Reasons for Choosing FFEL Level of importance

Total

Top 3 in
Importance

Less
Important

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Familiarity with FFEL 36 35.8 64 64.2 100 100.0
Serves borrowers well 81 74.9 27 25.1 108 100.0
Maintain relationships 30 30.2 69 69.8 99 100.0
Not join DL in 1st year 36 36.2 63 63.8 99 100.0
FFEL swears simpler 17 18.0 79 32.0 97 100.0
No loan processdng responsibility 4 4.1 90 95.9 94 100.0
Choice of loan sources 31 31.5 67 68.5 98 100.0
Do not want to originate loans 26 26.2 73 73.8 99 100.0
Support of key administrators 9 9.1 87 90.9 95 100.0
Important FFEL external support 5 5.2 89 94.8 94 100.0
Other 28 46.5 32 53.5 61 100.0
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Table 6.1b

Most Important Factors in Choice of FFEL
by Institutional Characteristics

Loan Volume: over $20,000,000

Reasons for Choosing FFEL I Level of mportance

Total

Top 3 in
Importance

Less
Important

N IPct. N Pct. N Pct.

Familiarity with FFEL 13 24.4 42 75.6 55 100.0
Serves borrowers well 44 75.3 12 21.7 57 100.0
Maintain relationships 15 26.6 41 73.4 55 100.0
Mot join DL in 1st year 20 37.1 33 62.9 53 100.0
FFEL apptsrs simpler 10 18.7 43 81.3 53 100.0
No loan processing responsibility 0 0 52 100.0 52 100.0
Choice of loan sources 17 32.7 36 67.3 53 100.0
Do not want to originate loans 11 21.5 41 78.5 52 100.0
Support of key administrators 11 20.5 43 79.5 54 100.0
Important FFEL external support 7 13.6 47 86.4 54 100.0
Other 17 53.7 15 46.3 32 100.0
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Table 6.1c

Most Important Factors in Choice of FFEL
by Institutional Characteristics

Aid Office Stucture: 1 caapus, 1 office

Reasons for Choosing FFEL Level of *penance

Total
Top 3 in
Importance

Less
Important

M Pct. N
1

Pct. N Pct.

Familiarity with FFEL 987 46.0 1157 54.0 2145 100.0
Serves borrowers well 1431 65.6 750 34.4 2181 100.0
Maintain relationships 523 24.9 1575 75.1 2098 100.0
Not join DL in 1st year 471 22.0 1669 78.0 2140 100.0

FFEL appears sispler 473 22.6 1622 77.4 2095 100.0
No Loan processing responsibility 155 7.4 1930 92.6 2086 100.0
Choice of loan sources 538 25.5 1574 74.5 2112 100.0
Do not went to originate Loans 750 35.4 1368 64.6 2118 100.0

Support of key administrators 225 10.8 1862 89.2 2087100.0
Important FFEL external sLpport 66 3.2 2006 96.8 2072
Other 393 36.2 693 63.8 1086 100.0

Table 6.1c

Most important Factors in Choice of FFEL
by Institutional Characteristics

Aid Office Stucture: Separate offices

lessons for Choosir4 FFEL Level of Importance

Total

Top 3 in
Importance

Less
Important

Pct. M Pct. N Pct.

Familiarity with FFEL 144 48.1 155 51.9 298 100.0
Serves borrowers well 215 70.6 89 29.4 304 100.0
Maintain relationships 94 30.9 210 69.1 304 100.0
Not join DL in 1st year 68 22.5 234 77.5 302 100.0
FFEL appears simpler 74 25.0 222 75.0 296 100.0
No loan processing nesponsibility 13 4.4 283 95.6 296 100.0
Choice of loan sources as 28.6 213 71.A 298 100.0
Do not want to originste loans 75 25.1 224 74.9 299 100.0
Support of key administrators 24 8.1 273 91.9 297 100.0
Important FFEL external support 10 3.5 286 96.5 296 100.0
Other 43 24.3 134 75.7 177 100.0
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Table 6.1c

Most important Factors in Choice of FFEL
by Institutional Characteristics

Aid Office Stucture: Mutt. campus, 1 office

Reasons for Choosing FFEL Level of Importance

Total

Top 3 in
Importance

Less

Important

M Pct. M Pct. M Pct.

Familiarity with FFEL 246 45.0 300 55.0 546 100.0
Serves borrowers well 386 69.1 173 30.9 559 100.0
Maintain relationships 154 28.4 389 71.6 544 100.0
Not join DL in 1st year 115 21.2 427 78.8 542 100.0
FFEL appears simpler 118 22.0 420 78.0 538 100.0
No loan processing responsibility 20 3.7 517 96.3 537 100.0
Choice of loan sources 185 34.2 356 65.8 541 100.0
Do not want to originate ioans 166 30.4 381 69.6 548 100.0
Support of key administrators 65 12.0 480 88.0 545 100.0
Impurtant FFEL external support 16 2.9 519 97.1 534 100.0
Other 97 31.6 211 68.4 308 100.0

Table 6.1c

Most Important Factors in Choice of FFEL
by Institutional Characteristics

Aid Office Stucture: Other

Reasons for Choosing FFEL Level of mportance

Total

Top 3 in
Importance

Less
Important

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Familiarity with FEEL 27 36.5 47 63.5 74 100.0
Serves borrowers well 58 72.8 22 27.2 80 100.0
Maintain relationships 26 32.5 54 67.5 80 100.0
Not join DL in 1st year 21 28.0 53 72.0 74 100.0
FFEL appears simpler 11 15.8 61 84.2 73 100.0
No loan processing responsibility 5 7.0 68 93.0 73 100.0
Choice of loan sources 25 32.0 54 68.0 79 100.0
Do not want to originate loans 24 32.0 50 68.0 74 100.0
Support of key administrators 4 4.8 71 95.2 75 100.0
Important FFEL external support 4 5.6 70 94.4 74 100.0
Other 20 53.4 17 46.6 37 100.0
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Table 6.1d

Most Important Factors in Choice of FFEL
by Institutional Characteristics

EFT Admin: Yes

Reasons for Choosing FFEL Level of mportance

Total
Tcp 3 in
Importance

Less
Important

N Pct. N Pct. 0 Pct.

Familiarity with FFEL 228 41.6 320 58.4 548 100.0

Serves borrowers well 411 71.9 160 28.1 571 100.0

Maintain relationships 144 26.9 391 73.1 535 100.0

Not join DL in 1st year 143 25.8 411 74.2 554 100.0

FFEL appears simpler 100 18.5 439 81.5 539 100.0

No Loan processing responsibility 15 2.8 512 97.2 527 100.0

Choice of loan sources 180 32.8 368 67.2 548 100.0

Do not want to originate loans 145 27.4 386 72.6 531 100.0

Support of key administrators 74 13.8 461 86.2 535 100.0
Important FFEL external sepport 27 5.2 501 94.8 528 100.0

Other 105 32.3 221 67.7 326 100.0

Table 6.1d

Most Important Factors in Choice of FFEL
by Institutional Characteristics

EFT Admin: No

Reasons for Choosing FFEL Levet of mportance

Total
Top 3 in
Importance

Less
important

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Familiarity with FFEL 1176 46.8 1339 53.2 2515 100.0
Serves borrowers well 1680 65.8 874 34.2 2554 100.0
Maintain relationships 653 26.2 1838 73.8 2491 100.0
Mot join DL in 1st year 531 21.2 1973 78.8 2504 100.0
FEEL appears simpler 577 23.4 1886 76.6 2467, 100.0
No loan processing responsibility 179 7.2 2286 92.8 2465 100.0
Choice of loan sources 654 26.3 1829 73.7 2483 100.0
Do not want to originate loans 870 34.7 1638 65.3 2509 100.0
apport of key administrators 244 9.9 2226 90.1 2470 100.0
Important FEEL external support 69 2.8 2379 97.2 2448 100.0
Other 448 35.0 834 65.0 1282 100.0
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Table 6.1e

Most important Factors in Choice of FEEL
by Institutional Characteristics

Uses EDExpress Software: Yes

Reasons for Choosing FEEL Level of mportance

Total

Top 3 in
Importance

Less

Important

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Familiarity with FFEL 545 45.9 641 54.1 1186 100.0
Serves borrowers well 808 66.8 402 33.2 1209 100.0
Maintain relaticoships 287 24.6 879 75.4 1166 100.0
Not join DL in 1st year 355 29.6 846 70.4 1202 100.0
FFEL appears simpler 245 21.1 914 78.9 1159 100.0
No loan processing responsibility 58 5.0 1089 55.0 1147 100.0
Choice of Loan sources 320 27.5 844 72.5 1165 100.0
Do not want to originate loans 323 27.6 848 72.4 1171 100.0
Support of key administrators 155 13.4 1007 86.6 1162 100.0
Important FFEL external sts:port 53 4.6 1092 95.4 1145 100.0
Other 243 36.7 420 63.3 663 100.0

Table 6.1e

Most Isportsnt Vactors in Choice of FFEL
by Institutional Characteristics

Uses EDExpress Software: No

Reasons for Choosing FFEL Level of Importance

Total

Top 3 in
Importance

Less
Important

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Familiarity with FFEL 859 45.7 1018 54.3 1877 100.0
Serves borrowers well 1282 66.9 633 33.1 1916 100.0
Maintain relationships 510 27.4 1349 72.6 1859 100.0
Not join DL in 1st year 319 17.2 1537 82.8 1856 100.0
FEEL appears simpler 432 23.4 1411 76.6 1843 100.0
No loan processing responsibility 136 7.3 1710 92.7 1845 100.0
Choice of loan sources 513 27.5 1353 72.5 1868 100.0
Do not want to originate Loans 692 37.0 1176 63.0 1869 100.0
Support of key administrators 163 8.8 moo 91.2 1843 100.0
Important FFEL external support 43 2.4 1787 97.6 1831 100.0
Other 310 32.8 635 67.2 945 100.0
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Table 6.1f

Most Important Factors in Choice of FFEL
by Institutional Characteristics

Comwter System: Mainframe only

Reasons for Choosing FFEL Level of Importance

Total
Top 3 in
Importance

Less
Impv-tant

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Familiarity with FFEL 66 3ft.7 105 61.3 171 100.0
Serves borrowers welt 111 64.1 62 35.9 174 100.0
Maintain relationships 50 29.2 122 70.8 173 100.0
Not join DL in 1st year 54 31.5 116 65.5 170 100.0
FFEL appears simpler 36 20.7 136 77.3 171 100.0
No Loan processing responsibslity 21 12.1 149 87.9 170 100.0
Choice of loan sources 42 24.3 131 75.7 174 100.0
Do not went to originate loans 52 30.5 118 69.5 170 100.0
Support of key administrators 17 9.7 154 90.3 170 100.0
Important FFEL external support 15 8.6 155 91.4 170 100.0
Other 29 28.0 74 72.0

i
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Table 6.1f

Most Important Factors in Choice of FFEL
by Institutionmi Characteristics

Computer System: Both mminframe and PC

Reasons for Choosing FFEL Level of Importance

Total

Top 3 in
Importance

Less
Important

II Pct. N Pct. M Pct.

Familiarity with FFEL 544 44.6 676 55.4 1220 100.0
Serves borrowers well ass 66.7 417 33.3 1252 100.0
Maintain relationships 303 25.1 905 74.9 1208 100.0
Not join DL in 1st year 338 27.8 876 72.2 1214 100.0
FFEL appears simpler 246 20.7 942 79.3 1188 100.0
No Loon processing responsibility 53 4.5 1121 95.5 1173 100.0
Choice of Loon sources 368 30.7 830 69.3 1157 100.0
Do not went to originate loans 388 32.4 am 67.6 1196 100.0
Suprort of key administratora 194 16.3 999 83.7 1194 100.0
Important FFEL external support 57 4.8 1113 95.2 1169 100.0
Other 252 37.2 425 62.8 677 100.0
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Table 6.1f

Most Important Factors in Choice of FFEL
1:y Institutional Characteristics

Computer System: PC only

Reasons for Choosing FFEL Level of importance

Total

Top 3 in
Importance

Less
Important

M Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Familiarity with FFEL 404 43.6 523 56.4 927 100.0
Serves borrowers well 645 68.2 300 31.8 945 100.0
Maintain relationships 248 27.2 661 72.8 909 100.0
Not join DL in 1st year 162 17.3 775 82.7 937 100.0
FEEL appears simpler 207 22.9 699 77.1 907 100.0
No loan processing responsibility 65 7.2 845 92.8 910 100.0
Choice of loan sources 212 23.1 708 76.9 920 100.0
Do not want to originate loans 310 33.6 611 66.4 921 100.0
Support of key administrators 68 7.5 840 92.5 908 100.0
Important FFEL extennal stsaport 21 2.3 353 97.7 904 100.0
Other 189 41.1 271 58.9 460 100.0

Table 6.1f

Most Important Factors in Choice of FFEL
by Institutional Characteristics

Computer System: Contracted servicer

Reasons for Choosing FFEL Level of importance

Total

Top 3 in
Importance

Less
Isportant

N Pct. N Pct. Pct.

Familiarity with FFEL 146 57.4 108 42.6 255 100.0
Serves borrowers well 196 76.2 61 23.5 258 100.0
Maintain relationships 82 32.1 173 67.9 255 100.0
Not join DL in 1st year 48 18.9 207 81.1 256 100.0
FFEL appears simpler 59 23.3 195 76.7 255 100.0
No loan processing responsibility 11 4.5 244 95.5 256 100.0
Choice of loin sources 75 29.0 1E3 71.0 258100.0
Do not want to origrnate loans 66 25.7 190 74.3 256 100.0
&wort of key administrators 9 3.4 246 96.6 255 100.0
Important FFEL external support 0 0 255 100.0 255 100.0
Other 26 19.8 105 80.2 131 100.0
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Table 6.1f

Most Important Factors in Choice of FFEL
by Institutional Characteristics

Computer System: All manual processing

Reasons for Choosing FFEL

'

Level of wportance

Total

Top 3 in
Importance

Less
Important

M Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Familiarity with FFEL 189 49.0 197 51.0 386 100.0

Serves borrowers well 217 56.5 167 43.5 384 100.0

Kaintain relationships 77 20.5 301 79.5 378 100.0

Not join DL in 1st year 48 12.7 328 87.3 376 100.0

FFEL appears simpler 107 28.0 275 72.0 381 100.0
No loan processing responsibility 34 8.8 348 41.2 381 100.0

Choice of loon sources 111 29.2 270 70.8 381 100.0
Do not want to originate loans 172 44.2 217 55.8 389 100.0
Support of key administrators 28 7.5 350 92.5 378 100.0
Important FFEL external support 5 1.2 374 98.8 378 100.0
Other 38 20.6 148 79.4 187 100.0

Table 6.1f

Most Important Factors in Choice of FFEL
by Institutional Characteristics

Computer System: Other

Reasons for Choosing FFEL Level of Importance

Total

Top 3 in
Importance

Less
Important

W Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Familiarity with FFEL 54 51.8 50 48.2 105 100.0
Serves borrowers well as 75.9 27 24.1 112 100.0
Maintain r-elationships 37 35.5 67 64.5 104 100.0
Not join DL in 1st year 25. 23.6 80 76.4 105 100.0
FFEL appears simpler 23 22.7 78 77.3 101 100.0
No loan processing responsibility 9 9.4 91 90.6 101 100.0
Choice of loan sources 26 25.3 76 74.7 102 100.0
Do not want to originate loans 28 26.2 80 73.8 108 100.0
Support of key administrators 2 2.5 98 97.5 101 100.0
Important FFEL external support 0 0 101 100.0 101 100.0
Other 19 37.7 32 62.3 51 100.0
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Table 6.1g

Host Important Factors in Choice of FFEL
by Institutional Characteristics

Number of Lenders: 1 - 2

Reasons for Choosing FFEL Level of Importance

Top 3 in Less
Importance Important Total

i

Pct. M Pct. N Pct.

Familiarity with FFEL 266 45.9 313 54.1 579 100.0
Serves borrowers well 390 67.9 185 32.1 574 100.0
Maintain relationships 160 27.9 414 72.1 574 100.0
Not join CIL inlet year 99 17.1 481 82.9 580 100.0
FFEL appears simpler 183 32.1 387 67.9 570 100.0
No loan processing responsibIlity 35 6.1 536 95.9 572 100.0
Choice of loan sources 108 18.8 466 81.2 575 100.0
Do not went to originate loans 163 28.2 415 71.8 577 100.0
Support of key administrators 50 8.6 524 91.4 573 100.0
Important FFEL external support 15 2.7 555 97.3 570 100.0
Other 77 25.5 223 74.5 300 100.0

Table 6.1g

Most Important Factors in Choice of FEEL
by Institutional Characteristics

Number of toreders: 3 - 5

Reasons far Choosing FFEL Level of Importance

Total

Top 3 in
Importance

Leas
Important

N IPct. V Pct. N Pct.

Familiarity with FFEL 466 47.5 514 52.5 981 100.0
Servea borrowers well 648 65.2 345 34.8 994 100.0
Maintain relationships 251 25.8 722 74.2 973 100.0
Not join DL inlet year 165 17.1 en 82.9 968 100.0
FFEL appears simpler 207 21.3 713 78.7 970 100.0
No loan processing responsibility 68 7.1 899 92.9 967 100.0
Choice of loan sources am 25.9 694 71.1 976 100.0
Da not want to originate loans 315 32.0 670 68.0 905 100.0
Support of key administrators 101 10.5 862 89.5 963 100.0
Important FFEL external eupport 32 3.4 926 96.6 958 100.0
Other 146 30.4 334 69.6 480 100.0
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Table 6.1g

Moot Important Factors in Choice of FFEL
by Institutional Characteristics

Number of Londe ,: 6 - 10

Reasons for Choosing FFEL Level of mportance

Total

Tv 3 in
Importance

Less

Important

II Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Familiarity with FFEL 375 42.9 500 57.1 876 100.0
Serves borrowers well 629 69.7 273 30.3 902 100.0
Maintain relationships 203 23.9 648 76.1 851 100.0
Not join DL in 1st year 225 25.7 651 74.3 875 100.0
FFEL appemrs simpler 177 20.8 673 79.2 850 100.0
No loan processing responsibility 62 7.4 782 92.6 845 100.0
Choice of loon sources 266 30_7 600 69.3 866 100.0
Do not wont to originate Loons 330 38.5 527 61.5 858 100.0
Support of key administrators 97 11.3 761 88.7 858 100.0
Importam. FFEL external support 30 3.6 808 96.4 838100.0
Other 197 41.2 281 58.8 478 100.0

Table 6.1g

Nast Important Factors in Choice of FFEL
by Institutional Characteristics

Number of Lenders: 11 - 20

Reasons for Choosiug FEEL Level of sportance

Total

Top 3 in
Importance

Less

Important

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Familiarity with FFEL 159 53.3 140 46.7 299 100.0
Serves borrowers well 209 66.9 104 33.1 313 100.0
Maintain relationships 89 30.2 205 69 8 294 100.0
Not join DL in 1st year 92 30.5 209 69.5 301 100.0
FFEL appears simpler 54 18.9 233 81.1 287100.0
No loan processing responsibility 9 3.1 277 96.9 286 100.0
Choice of loan sources 78 27.1 209 72.9 287100.0
Do not want to originate Loans 98 33.6 194 66.4 292 100.0
Support of key administrators 32 11.2 254 88.8 286 ice.n
Important FFEL externsl support 3 1.1 282 98.9 285 100.0
Other 67 38.4 107 61.6 174 100.0
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Table 6.1g

Most Important Factors in Choice of FFEL
by Institutional Characteristics

Number of Lenders: Over 20

Reasons for Choosing FFEL Level of mportance

Total
Top 3 in
Importance

Less
Important

II Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Familiarity with FFEL 137 41.6 192 58.4 329 100.0
Serves borrowers well 214 62.6 128 37.4 342 100.0

Maintain relationships 94 28.3 239 71.7 333 100.0
Not join DL in 1st year 93 28.0 240 72.0 333 100.0
FFEL appears simpler 56 17.2 269 82.8 325 100.0
No loan processing responsibility 19 5.9 304 94.1 323 100.0
Choice of Loan sources 99 30.3 228 69.7 327 100.0
Do not want to originate loans 109 33.3 218 66.7 327 100.0

Sumort of key administrators 39 11.9 287 88.1 325 100.0
Important FFEL external upport 16 5.0 309 95.0 325 100.0
Other 67 38.0 109 62.0 177 100.0
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Table 6.1h

Most Important Factors in Choice of FEEL
by Institutional characteristics

Number of GAs: 1

Reasons for Choosing FFEL Level of mportance

Total
Top 3 in
Importance

Less

Important

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Familiarity with FFEL 574 47.8 627 52.2 1202 100.0

Serves borrowers welt 842 69.8 365 30.2 1207 100.0

Maintain relationships 329 27.9 852 72.1 1182 100.0

Not join DL in 1st year 222 18.6 974 81.4 1196 100.0

FFEL appears simpler 265 22.4 918 77.6 11E3 100.0

No loan processing responsibility 85 7.2 1102 92.8 1187 100.0

Choice of Loan sources 271 22.9 914 77.1 1185 100.0

Do not want to originate loans 391 32.6 809 67.4 1200 100.0

Support of key administrators 93 7.9 1087 92.1 1181 100.0

Important FFEL external support 32 2.7 1140 97.3 1172 100.0

Other 177 29.3 427 70.7 603 100.0

Table 6.1h

Most important Factors in Choice of FFEL
by Institutional Characteristics

Number of GAs: 2 - 3

Reasons for Choosing FFEL Levet of mportwoce I

Total
Top 3 in
Importance

Less
Important

N Pct. N pct. N Pct.

Familiarity with FFEL 575 44.8 707 55.2 1282 100.0
Serves borrowers well 884 66.9 438 33.1 1321 100.0
Maintain relationships 323 25.6 940 74.4 1262 100.0
Not join DL in 1st year 296 23.2 964 76.8 1280 100.0
FFEL appears simpler 310 24.7 944 75.3 1255 100.0
No loan processing responsibility 72 5.8 1173 94.2 1246 100.0
Choice of loan sources 355 31.0 877 6S.0 1272 100.0
Do not want to originate Loans 409 32.4 856 67.6 1265 100.0
Support of key administrators 140 11.1 1121 88.9 1261 100.0
Important FFEL external support 41 3.3 1202 96.7 1243 100.0
Other 240 35.9 428 64.1 66m 100.0



Table 6.1h

Most Important Factors in Choice of FFEL
by Institutional Characteristics

Weber of GAs: 4 - 5

Reasons for Choosing FFEL Levet of importance

Total

Top 3 in
importance

Less
Important

M Pct. M Pct. N Pct.

Familiarity with FFEL 170 50.7 165 49.3 334 100.0
Serves borrowers well 207 60.6 135 39.4 342 100.0
Maintain relationships 74 22.1 261 77.9 335 100.0
Not join DL in 1st year 82 24.5 252 75.5 334 100.0
FFEL appears simpler 67 20.7 257 79.3 323 100.0
Mo loan processing resparsibility 26 8.2 294 91.5 320 100.0
Choice of loan sources 97 29.4 234 70.6 331 100.0
Do not want to originate loans 122 36.7 210 63.3 332 100.0
Support of key administrators 41 12.7 281 87.3 321 100.0
Important FFEL external suFport 10 3.1 310 96.9 320 100.0
Other 86 44.9 106 55.1 192 100.0

Table 6.1h

Most Important Factors in Choice of FFEL
by Institutional Characteristics

Number of GAs: Over 5

Reasons foe Choosing FFEL Level of mportance

Total

Top 3 in
Importance

Less
Important

M Pct. M Pct. li Pct.

Familiarity with FFEL 84 34.5 160 65.5 245 100.0
Serves borrowers welt 157 61.6 98 38.4 255 100.0
Maintain relationships 71 28.8 175 71.2 246 100.0
Not join DL in 1st year 74 29.8 174 70.2 248 100.0
FFEL appears simpler 35 14.6 2.:6 85.4 241 100.0
No loan processing nesponsibility 10 4.1 229 95.9 239 100.0
Choice of Loan sources 70 28.9 173 71.1 243 100.0
Do not, want to originate loans 93 38.4 150 61.6 243 100.0
Support of key mdministrators 44 18.3 198 81.7 242 100.0
Important FFEL external suFport 13 5.4 228 94.6 241 100.0
1Other 50 34.6 95 65.4 145 100.0



Table 6.1i

Rost Important Factors in choice of FFEL
by Institutional Characteristics

DL Application: No

Reasons for Choosing FFEL Level of Importance

Total

Top 3 in
Importance

Less
Important

M Pct. N Pct. 8 Pct.

Familiarity with FFEL 1152 44.0 1468 56.0 2619 100.0

Serves borrowers well 1798 67.4 869 32.6 2668 100.0

Maintain relationships 697 26.9 1894 73.1 2591 100.0

Not join DL in 1st year 503 19.3 2104 80.7 2607 100.0
FFEL appears simpler 598 23.3 1972 76.7 2570 100.0
No loan processing responsibility 180 7.0 2385 93.0 2564 100.0

Choice of loan sources 731 28.2 1858 71.8 2589 100.0
Do not want to originate loans 953 36.5 1655 0.5 2608 100.0

Support of key administrators 281 10.9 2293 89.1 2574 100.0
Important FFEL external sLpport 93 3.6 2457 96.4 2550 100.0
Other 411 30.9 916 69.1 1327 100.0

Table 6.1i

Most Important Factors in Choice of FFEL
by Institutional Characteristics

DL Application: Other

Reasons for Choosing FFEL Levet of mportance

Total

Top 3 in
Importance

Less
Important

M Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Familiarity with FEEL 252 56.8 192 43.2 444 100.0
Serves borrowers well 292 63.8 1E5 36.2 457 100.0
Maintain relationships 100 23.0 335 77.0 435 100.0
Not join DL in 1st year 171 38.0 279 62.0 451 100.0
FFEL appears simpler 79 18.3 353 81.7 432 100.0
No loan processing responsibility 14 3.2 414 96.8 427 100.0
Choice of loan sources 103 23.2 339 76.8 442 100.0
Do not want to originate loans 62 14.5 369 85.5 431 100.0
Support of key administrators 37 8.7 394 91.3 431 100.0
Important FFEL external support 4 0.9 422 99.1 426 100.0
Other 143 50.7 139 49.3 281 100.0

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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Table 6.2

Information Sources

Source of Information Information Ceceived?

TotalYes No

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Deparment of Education 5302 97.2 153 2.8 5455 100.0
Postsecondary Ed. Assoc. 4261 79.4 1105 20.6 5366 100.0
Accrediting Agency 1753 33.1 3537 66.9 5290 100.0
Lender or GA 3803 70.6 1581 29.4 5385 100.0
Servicing/Collection Agency 2197 41.2 3131 58.8 5327 100.0
Our Servicing Company 1405 26.9 3816 73.1 5222 100.0
General Media 3308 61.8 2046 38.2 5354 100.0
Financial Aid Colleagues 4069 75.5 1317 24.5 5386 100.0

Table 6.2a

Effect of Received Information on Decision

Source of information Did Information Affect
Decision?

TotalYes No

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Deparwent of Education 2364 44.6 2938 55.4 5302 100.0
Postsecondary Ed. Assoc. 1510 35.4 2751 64.6 4261 100.0
Accrediting Agenc/ 382 21.8 1371 78.2 1753 100.0
Lender or GA 1010 26.6 2793 73.4 3803 100.0
Servicing/Collection Agency 430 19.6 1767 80.4 2197 100.0
Our Servicing Company 405 28.8 1000 71.2 1405 100.0
General media 669 20.2 2640 79.8 3308 100.0
Financial Aid Colleagues 1815 44.6 2253 55.4 4069 100.0
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Table 6.2b

Information Sources

by Institutional Characteristics

Type & Control: 4-Year Public

Source of
Information

Information Received?

TotalYes No

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Deparment of

EdUcation 503 99.0 5 1.0 508 100.0

Postsecondary Ed.

Assoc. 461 91.4 43 8.6 505 100.0

Acc.editing Agency 121 24.6 371 75.4 492 100.0

Lender or GA 416 82.4 89 17.6 505 100.0

Servicing/Collect-
ion Agency 252 50.9 243 49.1 494 100.0

Our Servicing
Company 95 19.7 387 80.3 482 100.0

General Media 383 76.3 119 23.7 502 100.0

Financial Aid
Colleagues 463 91.8 41 8.2 505 100.0

Table 6.2b

Information Sources
by Institutional Characteristics

Type & Control: 2-Year P.Jlic

Source of
Informstion

Informetion Received?

TotalYes No

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Deparment of

Education 1053 97.7 25 2.3 1078 100.0

Postsecondary Ed.

Assoc. 922 85.1 161 14.9 1083 110.0

Accrediting Agency 244 22.9 823 77.1 1068 I.00.0

Lender or GA 801 74.7 271 25.3 1072 100.0

Servicing/Cotlect-
ion Agency 447 41.8 622 58.2 1069 100.0

Our Servicing
Company 197 19.1 837 80.9 1034 100.0

General Media 685 63.6 393 36.4 1078 100.0

Financial Aid
rollesgues 845 78.2 235 21.8 1080 100.0
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Table 6.2b

Information Sources

by Institutional Characteristics

Type S Control: 4-Year Private

Source of
Information

Information Received?

TotalYes No

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Debarment of
Education 1235 97.9 26 2.1 1262 100.0

Postsecondary Ed.
Assoc. 1103 88.4 145 11.6 1249 100.0

Accrediting Agency 319 25.9 914 74.1 1233 100.0

Lender or GA 1063 84.6 194 15.4 1257 100.0

Servicing/Coltect-
ion Agency 677 54.2 573 45.8 1250 100.0

Our Servicing
Company 269 22.1 948 77.9 1216 100.0

General Media 952 76.5 292 23.5 1244 100.0
Financial Aid
Colleagues 1092 86.9 165 13.1 1257 100.0

Table 6.2b

Information Sources
by Institutional Characteristics

Type S Control: 2-Year Private

Source of
Information

Information Received/

TotalYes No

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Department of

EdUcation 482 98.2 9 1.8 490 100.0
Postsecondary Ed.

Assoc. 346 71.9 135 28.1 482 100.0
Accrediting Agency 114 24.1 360 75.9 474 100.0
Lender or GA 338 69.0 152 31.0 490 100.0
Servicing/Collect-
ion Agency 161 33.6 317 66.4 478 100.0
Our Servicing
Company 70 14.9 402 85.1 472 100.0
General Nadia 229 47.9 250 52.1 479 100.0
Financial Aid
Colleagues 286 59.3 196 40.7 482 100.0



Table 6.2b

Information Sources
by Institutional Characteristics

Type & Control: Proprietary

Source of
Information

Information Received?

TotalYes No

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Deparment of
Education 1808 96.0 76 4.0 1884 100.0

Postsecondary Ed.
Assoc. 1242 68.6 568 31.4 1811 100.0
Accrediting Agency 884 49.3 910 50.7 1794 100.0

Lender or GA 981 53.8 841 46.2 1823 100.0
Servicing/Collect-
ion Agency 564 31.0 1257 69.0 1820 100.0
Our Servicing
Company 711 39.4 1094 60.6 1805 100.0
General Media 912 50.3 900 49.7 1812 100.0

Financial Aid
Colleagues 1213 66.3 618 33.7 1831 100.0

3 0



Table 6.2c

Information Sources
by Institutional Characteristics

Loan Volume: S1,000,000 or less
,--

Source of

Information

Information Received?

TotalYes
..._

No

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Deparment of
Education 2971 96.8 99 3.2 3070 100.0
Postsecondary Ed.
Assoc. 2143 71.7 848 28.3 2991 100.0
Accrediting Agency 1063 35.8 1906 64.2 2969 100.0
Lender or GA 1924 64.0 1081 36.0 3006 100.0

Servicing/Collect-
ion Agency 1050 35.1 1941 64.9 2990 100.0
Our Servicing
Company 802 27.3 2137 72.7 2940 100.0
General Media 1579 52.7 1415 47.3 2993 100.0
Financial Aid
Colleagues 2035 67.5 980 32.5 3014 100.0

Table 6.2c

Information Sources
by Institutional Characteristics

Loan Volume: S1,000,00145,000,000

Source of
Information

Information Received?

TotalYes No

M Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Department of
Education 1493 97.5 38 2.5 1531 100.0
Postsecondary Ed.
Assoc. 1347 88.8 170 11.2 1517 100.0
Accrediting Agency 468 31.6 1015 68.4 1483 100.0
Lender or GA 1157 76.1 362 23.9 ;519 100.0
Servicing/Collect-
ion Agency 707 46.9 802 53.1 1509 100.0
Our Servicing
Company 405 27.5 1069 72.5 1475 100.0
General Media 1124 74.6 382 25.4 1506 100.0
Financial Aid
Colleagues 1305 85.8 217 14.2 1521 100.0
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Table 6.2c

Information Sources
by Institutional Characteristics

Loan Volume: S5,000,001-$10,000,000

Source of
Information

Information Received?

TotalYes No

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Depannent of
Education 321 99.2 3 0.8 324 100.0

Postsecondary Ed.
Assoc. 309 95.7 14 4.3 323 100.0

Accrediting Agency 94 29.5 226 70.5 320 100.0

Lender or GA 275 85.0 49 15.0 324 100.0

Servicing/Collect-
ion Agency 176 55.2 143 44.8 319 100.0
Our Servicing
Company 70 22.4 243 77.6 313 100.0
General Media 239 74.7 81 25.3 320 100.0

Financial Aid
Colleagues 295 91.1 29 8.9 324 100.0

Table 6.2c

Information Sources
by Institutional. Characteristics

Loan Volume: $10,000,0001420,000,000

Source of
Information

Information Received/

TotalYes No

M Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Deponent of
Education 189 100.0 0 0 189 100.0
Postsecondary Ed.
Assoc. 176 93.1 13 6.9 189 100.0
Accrediting Agency 34 18.8 148 81.2 182 100.0
Lender or GA 166 87.5 24 12.5 189 100.0
Servicing/Collect-
ion Agency 112 60.6 , 73 39.4 185 100.0
Our Servicing
Company 37 20.2 145 79.8 182 100.0
General Media 135 71.6 53 28.4 188 100.0
Financial Aid
Colleagues 171 90.8 17 9.2 188 100.0
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Table 6.2c

Information Sources
by Institutional Characteristics

Loan Volume: over $20,000,000

Source of
Information

Information Received?

TotalYes No

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

teparment of
E4Ucstion 107 98.8 1 1.2 108 100.0
Postsecondary Ed.
Aasoc. 98 90.9 10 9.1 108 100.0
Accrediting Agency 23 21.5 83 78.5 106 100.0
Lender or GA 78 71.7 31 28.3 108 100.0
Servicing/Collect-
ion Agency 55 50.5 54 49.5 108 100.0
Our Servicing
Company 27 27.0 74 73.0 101 100.0
General Nedfl 85 79.3 22 20.7 107 100.0
Financial Aid
Colleagues 95 88.5 12 11.5 107 100.0



Table 6.2d

Information Sources
by Institutional Characteristics

Aid Office Stucture: 1 campus, 1 office

Source of,

Information

Information Received?

TotalYes No
_

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Deparment of

Education 3429 97.8 77 2.2 3506 100.0

Postsecondary Ed.

Assoc. 2744 79.6 702 20.4 3446 100.0

Accrediting Agency 1072 31.5 2330 68.5 3401 100.0

Lender or GA 2440 70.7 1012 29.3 3452 100.0

Servicing/Collect-
ion Agency 1431 41.6 2006 58.4 3437 100.0

Our Servicing
Company 878 26.1 2488 73.9 3366 100.0

General Media 2060 60.1 1370 39.9 3431 100.0

Financial Aid
Colleagues 2543 73.3 927 26.7 3469 100.0

Source of
Information

Deparment of
Education
Postseccndary Ed.
Assoc.
Accrediting Agency
Lender or GA
Servicing/Collect-
ion Agency
Our Servicing
Company
General Media
Financial Aid
Colleagues

Table 6.2d

Information Sources
by Institutional Characteristics

Aid Office Stucture: separate offices

Information Received?

Yes No

614

507
304
444

276

218
4013

513

Pct.

94.2

79.5

48.5
70.0

43.7

34.7
64.5

80.5

N 1Pct.

37

131

322
191

356

411

224

124

5.8

20.5

51.5
30.0

56.3

65.3
35.5

19.5

Total

Pct.

651

638
626
635

633

629
633

637

100.0

100.0

100.0
100.0

100.PJ

100.0
100.0

100.0
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Table 6.2d

Information Sources
by Institutional Characteristics

Aid Office Stucture: Mutt. campus, 1 office

Source of

Information
Information Received?

TotalYes No

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Deparment of

Education 881 97.3 24 2.7 905 100.0
Postsecondary Ed.
Assoc. 678 76.7 207 23.3 885 100.0
Accrediting Agency 258 29.5 616 70.5 874 100.0
Lender or GA 621 69.1 278 30.9 899 100.0
Servicing/Collect-
ion Agency 337 38.2 546 61.8 883 100.0
Our Servicing
Ccapany 175 20.2 690 79.8 865 100.0
Genera! Media 563 63.2 328 36.8 892 100.0
Financial Aid
Colleagues 702 78.9 187 21.1 889 100.0

Table 6.2d

Information Sources
by Institutional Characteristics

Aid Office Stucture. Other

Source of
Information

Information Received?

TotalYes No

N Pct. M Pct. N Pct.

Deparaent of
Education 158 98.6 2 1.4 160 100.0
Postsecondary Ed.
Assoc. 145 90.9 15 9.1 160 100.0
Accrediting Agency 49 30.8 110 69.2 158 100.0
Lender or GA 94 58.8 66 41.2 160 100.0
Servicing/Collect-
ion Agency 55 34.8 103 65.2 158 100.0
Our Servicing
Company 71 47.2 79 52.8 150 100.0
General Media 130 81.2 30 18.8 160 100.0
Financial Aid
Colleagues 143 89.6 17 10.4 160 100.0
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Table 6.2e

Information Sources
by Institutional Characteristics

EFT Admin: Yes

Source of
Information

Information Received?

TotalYes No

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Deparment of
Education am 96.7 30 3.3 913 100.0

Postsecondary Ed.
Assoc. 786 87.1 116 12.9 902 100.0

Accrediting Agency 292 32.7 600 67.3 892 100.0

Lender or GA 690 75.8 221 24.2 911 100.0

Servicing/Collect-
ion Agency 437 48.4 466 51.6 903 100.0

Our Servicing
Company 216 74.6 659 75.4 875 100.0

General Media 658 72.f 248 27.4 706 1.10.0

Financial Aid
Colleagues 793 87.3 116 12.7 909 100.0

Table 6.2e

Information Sources
by Institutional Characteristics

EFT Admin: No

Source of
Information

Informaticm Received?

TotalYes No

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Deparment of
Education 4198 97.4 111 2.6 4309 100.0

Postsecondary Ed.
Assoc. 3288 77.8 938 22.2 4227 100.0

Accrediting ftlency 1391 33.4 2778 66.6 4168 100.0

Lender or GA 2910 68.7 1326 31.3 4236 100.0

Servicing/Collect-
ion Agency 1663 39.5 2545 60.5 4208 100.0

Our Servicing
Ccapony 1126 27.2 3009 72.8 4135 100.0
General Media 2504 59.5 1705 40.5 4209 100.0

Financial Aid
Colleagues 3107 73.2 1139 n.8 4246 100.0
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Table 6.2f

Information Sources

by Institutional Characteristics

Uses EDExpress Scftware: Yes

Source of
Information

Information Received?

TotalYes No

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Debarment of
EdUcation 2220 97.1 66 2.9 2286 100.0

Postsecondary Ed.
Assoc. 1880 83.6 369 16.4 2249 100.0

Accrediting Agency 675 30.7 1527 69.3 2202 100.0

Lender or GA 1634 72.2 628 27.8 2262 100.0

Servicing/Collect-
ion Agency 970 43.3 1271 56.7 2241 100.0

Our Servicing
Company 516 23.6 1667 76.4 2183 100.0

General Media 1466 65.3 778 34.7 224k. 100.0

Financial Aid
Colteagues 1840 81.3 423 18.7 2264 100.0

Table 6.2f

Infortution Sources
by Institutional Characteristics

Uses EDExpress Softwere: No

Source of
Information

Information Received?

TotalYes No

II Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Debarment of
Education 2861 97.4 75 2.6 2937 100.0

Postsecondary Ed.
Assoc. 2194 76.2 686 23.8 2880 100.0
Accrediting Agency 1007 35.2 1851 64.8 2858 100.0
Lender or GA 1964 68.1 919 31.9 2885 100.0

Servicing/Collect-
ion Agency 1130 39.4 1740 60.6 2870 100.0
Our Servicing
Company 826 29.2 2001 70.8 2827 100.0
General Media 1696 59.1 1175 40.9 2871 100.0
Financial Aid
Colleagues 2060 71.2 831 28.8 2891 100.0
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Table 6.29

Information Sources

by Institutional Characteristics

Computer System: Mainframe only

Source of
Information

Information Received?

TotalYes No

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Debarment of
Education 283 98.0 6 2.0 289 100.0

Postsecondary Ed.
Assoc. 251 87.6 36 12.4 286 100.0

Accrediting Agency 88 31.0 195 69.0 283 100.0

Lender or GA 227 78.9 61 21.1 288 100.0

Servicing/Collect-
ion Agency 144 50.5 141 49.5 285 100.0

Our Servicing
Company 70 25.5 203 74.5 272 100.0

General Media 189 66.7 94 33.3 284 100.0

Financial Aid
Colleagues 244 85.5 41 14.5 285 100.0

Table 6.29

Information Sources
by Institutional Characteristics

Computer System: Both mainframe and PC

Source of
Information

Information Received/

TotalYes No

N Pct. N Pct. M Pct.

Debarment of
Education 1915 97.8 44 2.2 1959 100.0

Postsecondary Ed.
Assoc. 1759 90.4 187 9.6 1946 100.0

Accrediting Agency 471 24.6 1447 75.4 1918 100.0

Lender or GA 1531 78.6 417 21.4 1948 100.0

Servicing/Collect-
ion Agency 926 48.0 1004 52.0 1930 100.0

Our Servicing
Company 428 22.7 1457 77.3 1885 100.0

General Media 1376 70.7 570 29.3 1946 100.0

Financial Aid
Colleagues 1677 85.7 280 14.3 1956 100.0
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Table 6.29

Information Sources
by Institutional Characteristics

Computer System: PC only

Source of
Information

Information Received?

TotalYes No

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Deparment of
Education 1591 96.9 51 3.1 1642 100.0
Postsecondary Ed.
Assoc. 1143 71.1 464 28.9 1607 100.0
Accrediting Agency 622 39.4 957 60.6 1578 100.0
Lender or GA 1064 65.9 550 34.1 1614 100.0
Servicing/Collect-
ion Agency 560 34.8 1049 65.2 1609 100.0
Our Servicing
Company 308 19.5 1266 80.5 1574 100.0
General Media 910 56.7 695 43.3 1605 100.0
Financial Aid
Colleagues 1138 70.2 483 29.8 1621 100.0

Table 6.29

Information Sources
by Institutional Characteristics

Computer System: Contracted servicer

Source of
Information

Information Received?

TotalYes No

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Deparment of
EdUcation 580 97.5 15 2.5 596 100.0
Postsecondary Ed.
Assoc. 403 71.1 164 28.9 567 100.0
Accrediting Agency 234 41.5 331 58.5 565 100.0
Lender or GA 298 53.3 261 46.7 560 100.0
Servicing/Collect-
ion Agency 203 36.0 362 64.0 565 100.0
Our Servicing
Company 335 59.8 225 40.2 560 100.0
General Media 283 50.8 275 49.2 558 100.0
Financial Aid
Colleagues 391 68.9 177 31.1 568 100.0
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Table 6.2g

Information Sources

by Institutional Characteristics

Computer System: All manual processing

Source of
Information

Information Received?

TotalYes No

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Deparment of
EdUcation 485 98.5 8 1.5 492 100.0

Postsecondary Ed.
Assoc. 311 65.1 167 34.9 478 100.0

Accrediting Agency 160 33.8 313 66.2 473 100.0

Lender or GA 318 64.7 174 35.3 492 100.0

Servicing/Collect-
ion Agency 165 34.3 315 65.7 480 100.0

Our Servicing
Company 92 19.2 388 80.8 480 100.0

General Media 225 47.0 253 53.0 478 100.0

Financial Aid
Colleagues 240 50.0 240 50.0 480 100.0

Table 6.2g

Information Sources
by Institutional Characteristics

Computer System: Other

Source of
Information

Information Received/

TotalYes No

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Deparment of
EdUcation 227 92.6 18 7.4 245 100.0

Postsecondary Ed.
Assoc. 208 84.8 37 15.2 245 100.0

Accrediting Agency 107 44.3 135 55.7 242 100.0
Lender or GA 161 65.8 84 34.2 245 100.0

Servicing/Collect-
ion Agency 101 41.9 141 58.1 242 100.0

Our Servicing
Company 110 46.0 130 54.0 240 100.0

General Media 178 73.0 66 27.0 244 100.0
Financial Aid
Colleagues 210 86.3 33 13.7 244 100.0
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Table 6.2h

Information Sources

by Institutional Characteristics

Number of Lenders: 1 - 2

Source of
Information

Information Received?

TotalYes No

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Deparment of
Education 1281 96.3 50 3.7 1331 100.0

Postsecondary Ed.

Assoc. 891 69.1 399 30.9 1291 100.0

Accrediting Agency 565 44.2 712 55.8 1276 100.0

Lender or GA 669 51.9 619 48.1 1287 100.0

Servicing/Collect-
ion Agency 378 29.4 907 70.6 1286 100.0

Our Servicing
Company 452 35.0 839 65.0 1291 100.0

General Media 578 45.0 707 55.0. 1284 100.0

Financial Aid
Colleagues 781 60.5 510 39.5 1291 100.0

Table 6.2h

Information Sources
by Institutional Characteristics

Number of Lenders: 3 - 5

Source of
Information

Information Received?

TotalYes No

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Deparment of
Education 1519 96.6 53 3.4 1572 100.0

Postsecondery Ed.
Assoc. 1176 76.9 353 23.1 1528 100.0

Accrediting Agency 529 34.9 987 65.1 1516 100.0

Lender or GA 1064 69.2 474 30.8 1537 100.0

Servicing/Collect-
ion Agency 645 42.2 885 57.8 1530 100.0

Our Servicing
Company 441 29.6 1049 70.4 1490 100.0

General Media 955 62.4 576 37.6 1531 100.0

Financial Aid
Colleagues 1183 76.5 363 23.5 1546 100.0



Table 6.2h

Information Sources
by Institutional Characteristics

Number of Lenders: 6 - 10

Source of
Information

Information Received?

TotalYes No

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Deparment of
Education 1193 98.0 25 2.0 1218 100.0

Postsecondary Ed.

Assoc. 1024 84.2 191 15.8 1216 100.0

Accrediting Agency 331 27.7 862 72.3 1193 100.0

Lender or GA 980 80.6 236 19.4 1216 100.0

Servicing/Collect-
ion Agency 548 45.3 661 54.7 1209 100.0

Our Servicing
Company 220 18.7 959 81.3 1179 100.0

General Media 803 66.4 406 33.6 1209 100.0

Financial Aid
Colleagues 977 79.9 246 20.1 1223 100.0

Table 6.2h

Information Sources
by Institutional Characteristics

Number of Lenders: 11 - 20

Source of
Information

Information Received?

TotalYes No

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Debarment of
Education 439 97.7 10 2.3 449 100.0

Postsecondary Ed.
Assoc. 393 88.5 51 11.5 444 100.0

Accrediting Agency 133 30.2 307 69.8 440 100.0

Lender or CA 404 88.7 51 11.3 455 100.0

Servicing/Cotlect-
ion Agency 220 49.5 224 50.5 444 100.0

Our Servicing
Company 94 21.7 337 78.3 431 100.0

General Media 330 74.0 116 26.0 445 100.0

Financial Aid
Colleagues 370 83.1 75 16.9 445 100.0
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Table 6.2h

Information Sources
by Institutional Characteristics

Number of Lenders: Over 20

Source of
Information

Information Received?

TotalYes No

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Debarment of
Education 649 99.5 4 0.5 653 100.0

Postsecondary Ed.
Assoc. 591 90.9 59 9.1 650 100.0
Accrediting Agency 125 19.7 509 80.3 635 100.0
Lender L. GA 484 74.4 166 25.6 650 100.0

Servicing/Collect-
ion Agency 308 48.0 334 52.0 642 100.0
Our Servicing
Company 135 21.8 483 78.2 619 100.0
General Media 496 76.9 149 23.1 645 100.0
Financial Aid
Colleagues 589 90.7 60 9.3 649 100.0
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Table 6.2i

Information Sources

by Institutional Characteristics

Number of GAs: 1

Source of
Information

Information Received?

TotalYes No

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Deparment of
Education 2125 96.9 69 3.1 2194 100.0

Postsecondary Ed.
Assoc. 1576 74.1 551 25.9 2127 100.0

Accrediting Agency 819 38.7 1295 61.3 2113 100.0

Lender or GA 1384 64.5 762 35.5 2146 100.0

Servicing/Collect-
ion Agency 714 33.5 1417 66.5 2131 100.0

Our Servicing
Company 630 30.0 1466 70.0 2096 100.0

General Media 1117 52.4 1015 47.6 2132 100.0

Financial Aid
Colleagues 1421 66.2 726 33.8 21'7 100.0

Table 6.2i

Information Sources

by Institutional Characteristics

Number of GAs: 2 - 3

Source of
Information

Information Received?

TotalYes No

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Deparment of
Education 2000 97.2 58 2.8 2058 103.0

Postsecondary Ed.
Assoc. 1635 80.2 40S 19.8 2038 100.0

Accrediting Agency 634 31.7 1369 68.3 2003 100.0

Lender or GA 1438 70.7 595 29.3 2033 100.0

Servicing/Collect-
ion Agency 886 43.8 1136 56.2 2022 100.0

Our Servicing
Company 499 25.1 1488 74.9 1987 100.0

General Media 1323 65.3 702 34.7 2025 100.0

Financial Aid
Colleagues 1639 80.2 404 19.8 2043 100.0
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Table 6.2i

Information Sources
by Institutional Characteristics

Number of GAs: 4 - 5

Source of
Information

Information Received?

TotalYes No

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Deparment of
Education 488 97.2 14 2.8 502 100.0
Postsecondary Ed.
Assoc. 423 84.4 78 15.6 501 100.0
Accrediting Agency 125 25.2 371 74.8 496 100.0
Lender or GA 430 86.1 69 13.9 499 100.0
Servicing/Collect-
ion Agency 263 52.8 235 47.2 498 100.0
Our Servicing
Company 99 20.3 389 79.7 488 100.0
General Media 362 72.6 137 27.4 498 100.0
Financial Aid
Colleagues 421 83.9 81 16.1 502 100.0

Table 6.2i

Information Sources
by Institutional Characteristics

Number of GAS: Over 5

Source of
Information

Information Received?

TotalYes No

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Department of

EdUcation 468 100.0 0 0 468 100.0
Postsecondary Ed.
Assoc. 440 95.1 23 4.9 463 100.0
Accrediting Agency 105 23.4 344 76.6 449 100.0
Lender or GA 348 74.3 120 25.7 467 100.0
Servicing/Collect-
ion Agency 237 51.4 224 48.6 461 100.0
Our Servicing
Company 114 26.0 325 74.0 439 100.0
General Media 360 78.3 100 21.7 459 100.0
Financial Aid
Colleagues 419 90.6 43 9.4 462 100.0
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Table 6.2j

Information Sources

by Institutional Characteristics

DL Application: Year 2 Participant

Source of

Information

Information Received?

TotalYes No

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Debarment of
Education 1213 96.3 47 3.7 1260 100.0

Postsecondary Ed.
Assoc. 899 74.1 314 25.9 1213 100.0

Accrediting Agency 417 34.3 798 65.7 1215 100.0

Lender or GA 659 53.6 571 46.4 1230 100.0

Servicing/Collect-
ion Agency 408 33.4 813 66.6 1221 100.0

Our Servicing
Company 423 34.9 788 65.1 1211 100.0

General Media 734 59.7 495 40.3 1229 100.0

Financial Aid
Colleagues 987 80.1 246 19.9 1233 100.0

Table 6.2j

Information Sources

by Institutional Characteristics

DL Application: Pending for Year 3

Source of
Information

Information Received?

TotalYes No

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Depannent of
EdUcation 319 94.4 19 5.6 338 100.0

Postsecondary Ed.
Assoc. 246 75.2 81 24.8 328 100.0

Accrediting Agency 138 43.2 182 56.8 320 100.0

Lender or GA 205 61.9 126 38.1 331 100.0

Servicing/Collect-
ion Agency 108 32.6 223 67.4 331 100.0

Our Servicing
Company 100 30.6 226 69.4 326 100.0

General Media 201 60.7 130 39.3 331 100.0

Financial Aid
Colleagues 242 73.2 89 26.8 331 100.0



Table 6.2j

Information Sources

by Institutional Characteristics

DL Application: Witt Apply for Year 3

Source of

Information
Information Received?

TotalYes No

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Deparment of
Education 304 95.2 16 4.8 320 100.0

Postsecondary Ed.
Assoc. 225 72.4 86 27.6 311 100.0
Accrediting Agency 107 34.5 203 65.5 310 100.0
Lender or GA 167 53.2 147 46.8 315 100.0
Servicing/Collect-
ion Agency 97 31.4 212 68.6 310 100.0

Our Servicing
Company 124 41.1 177 58.9 301 100.0

General Media 182 58.6 129 41.4 311 100.0
Financial Aid
Colleagues 219 68.9 99 31.1 318 100.0

Table 6.2j

Information Sources
by Institutional Characteristics

DL Applicaticn: Application Rejected

Source of
Information

Information Received?

TotalYes No

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Deparmont of
EdUcation 118 97.8 3 2.2 "1 100.0
Postsecondary Ed.
Assoc. 95 79.1 25 20.9 120 100.0
Accrediting Agency 72 60.6 47 39.4 120 100.0
Lender or GA 75 67.8 36 32.2 111 100.0
Servicing/Collect-
ion Agency 38 32.2 80 67.8 118 100.0
Our Servicing
Company 21 20.2 84 79.8 106 100.0
General Media 57 52.2 52 47.8 110 100.0
Financial Aid
Colleagues 57 51.4 54 48.6 111 100.0
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Table 6.2j

Information Sources

by Institutional Characteristics

DL Application: No

Source of
Information

Information Received?

TotalYes No

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Deparment of
EdUcation 2670 98.2 50 1.8 2720 100.0

Postsecondary Ed.

Assoc. 2228 82.5 473 17.5 2701 100.0

Accrediting Agency 814 30.6 1845 69.4 2659 100.0

Lender or GA 2157 79.4 558 20.6 2715 100.0

Servicing/Collect-
ion Agency 1220 45.3 1471 54.7 2691 100.0

Our Servicing
Company 544 20.6 2095 79.4 2639 100.0

General Media 1674 62.2 1017 37.8 2691 100.0

Financial Aid
Colleagues 2014 74.5 691 25.5 2704 100.0

Table 6.2j

Information Sources
by Institutiona' Characteristics

DL Application: Other

Source of
Information

Information Received?

TotalYes No

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Depansent of
EdUcation 456 98.4 7 1.6 464 100.0

Postsecondary Ed.
Assoc. 381 83.6 75 16.4 456 100.0

Accrediting Agency 134 30.6 304 69.4 438 100.0

Lender or GA r37 75.8 108 24.2 444 100.0

Servicing/Collect-
ion Agency 229 51.9 212 48.1 440 100.0

Our Servicing
Company 130 30.4 298 69.6 428 100.0

General Media 314 70.8 129 29.2 443 100.0

Financial Aid
Colleagues 380 83.2 77 16.8 457 100.0
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Table 6.3a

Effect of Received Information on Decision
by Institutional Characteristics

Type 8, Control: 4-Year Public

,

Source of Information Did Information Affect
Decision?

TotalYes No

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Deparment of Education 269 53.4 235 46.6 503 100.0

Postsecondary Ed. Assoc. 194 42.0 267 58.0 461 100.0

Accrediting Agency 21 17.2 100 82.8 121 100.0

Lender or GA 96 23.2 319 76.8 416 100.0

Servicing/Collection Agency 40 16.0 211 84.0 252 100.0

Our Servicing Company 9 9.3 86 90.7 95 100.0

General media 72 18.7 311 81.3 383 100.0

Financial Aid Colleagues 237 51.2 226 48.8 463 100.0

Table 6 3a

Effect of Received Information on Decision
by Institutional Characteristics

Type 8, Control: 2-Year Public

Source of Information Did Information Affect
Decision?

TotalYes No

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Deparment of Education 382 36.3 671 63.7 1053 100.0
Postsecondary Ed. Assoc. 291 31.6 630 68.4 922 100.0
Accrediting Agency 31 12.7 213 87.3 244 100.0
Lender or GA 195 24.4 606 75.6 801 100.0
Servicing/Collection Agency 67 14.9 380 85.1 447 100.0
Our Servicing Company 15 7.8 182 92.2 197 100.0
General media 129 18.8 556 81.2 685 100.0
Financial Aid Colleagues 390 46.1 455 53.9 845 100.0



Table 6.3a

Effect of Received Information on Decision
by Institutional Characteristics

Type & Control: 4-Year Private

Source of Information Did Information Affect
Decision?

TotalYes No

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Deparment of Education 509 41.2 726 58.8 1235 100.0

Postsecondary Ed. Assoc. 420 38.0 684 62.0 1103 100.0

Accrediting Agency 56 17.6 263 82.4 319 100.0

Lender or GA 302 28.4 761 71.6 1063 100.0

Servicing/Collection Agency 132 19.5 546 80.5 677 100.0

Our Servicing Company 37 14.0 231 86.0 269 100.0

General media 220 23.2 731 76.8 952 100.0

Financial Aid Colleagues 526 48.2 566 51.8 1092 100.0

Table 6 3a

Effect of Received Information on Decision

by Institutional Characteristics

Type & Control: 2-Year Private

Source of Information Did Information Affect
Decision?

TotalYes No

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Deparment of Education 171 35.5 311 64.5 482 100.0

Postsecondary Ed. Assoc. 92 26.5 254 73.5 346 100.0

Accrediting Agency 17 15.3 97 84.7 114 100.0

Lender or GA 68 20.0 271 80.0 338 100.0

Servicing/Collection Agency 17 10.3 144 89.7 161 100.0

Our Servicing Company 6 8.1 65 91.9 70 100.0

General media 41 17.9 188 82.1 229 100.0

Financial Aid Colleagues 110 38.4 176 61.6 286 100.0
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Table 6.3a

Effect of Received Information on Decision
by Institutional Characteristics

Type & Control: Proprietary

Source of information Did information Affect
Decision?

TotalYes No

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Deparment of Education 940 52.0 868 48.0 1808 100.0
Postsecondary Ed. Assoc. 425 34.2 817 65.8 1242 100.0

Accrediting Agency 247 27.9 637 72.1 884 100.0

Lender or GA 282 28.7 700 71.3 981 100.0
Servicing/Collection Agency 141 25.0 422 75.0 564 100.0
Our Servicing Company 323 45.5 388 54.5 711 100.0

General media 170 18.7 742 81.3 912 100.0
Financial Aid Colleagues 469 38.7 744 61.3 1213 100.0
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Table 6.3b

Effect of Received Information on Decision
by Institutional Characteristics

Loan Volume: 51,000,000 or less

Source of Information Did Information Affect
Decision?

TotalYes No

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Deparment of Education 1265 42.6 1706 57.4 2971 100.0

Postsecondary Ed. Assoc. 668 31.2 1476 68.8 2143 100.0

Accrediting Agency 227 21.3 836 78.7 1063 100.0

Lender or GA 507 26.3 1417 73.7 1924 100.0

Servicing/Collection Agency 185 17.6 865 82.4 1050 100.0

our Servicing Company 272 33.9 530 66.1 802 100.0

General media 322 20.4 1256 79.6 1579 100.0

Financial Aid Colleagues 840 41.3 1195 58.7 2035 100.0

Table 6 3b

Effect of Received Information on Decision
by institutional Characteristics

Loan Volume: 51,000,001-55,000,000

Source of Information Did Information Affect
Decision?

TotalYes No

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Deparment of Education 695 46.6 797 53.4 1493 100.0

Postsecondary Ed. Assoc. 494 36.7 853 63.3 1347 100.0
Accrediting Agency 114 24.4 354 75.6 468 100.0
Lender or GA 297 25.7 860 74.3 1157 100.0

Servicing/Collection Agency 147 20.8 560 79.2 707 100.0

Our Servicing Company 100 24.7 305 75.3 405 100.0
General media 216 19.2 908 80.8 1124 100.0

Financial Aid Colleagues 623 47.8 681 52.2 1305 100.0

Table 6 3h

Effect of Received Information on Decision
by Institutional Characteristics

Loan Volume: 55,000,001-510,000,000

Source of Information Did Information Affect

Decision?

TotalYes No

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Deparment of Education 161 50.0 161 50.0 321 100.0

Postsecondary Ed. Assoc. 142 45.9 167 54.1 309 100.0

Accrediting Agency 22 23.5 72 76.5 94 100.0

Lender or GA 80 29.0 196 71.0 275 100.0

Servicing/Collection Agency 35 20.0 141 80.0 176 100.0

Our Servicing Company 10 14.0 60 86.0 70 100.0

General media 58 24.1 181 75.9 239 100.0

Financial Aid Colleagues 145 49.0 151 51.0 295 100.0
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Table 6.3b

Effect of Received Information on Decision
by Institutional Characteristics

Loan Volume: 810,000,0001-520,000,000

Source of Information Did Information Affect
Decision?

TotalYes No

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Deparment of Education 99 52.1 91 47.9 189 100.0

Postsecondary Ed. Assoc. 79 44.9 97 55.1 176 100.0

Accrediting Agency 6 16.5 29 83.5 34 100.0

Lender or GA 45 27.0 121 73.J 166 100.0

Servicing/Collection Agency 21 19.0 91 81.0 112 100.0

Our Servicing Company 4 10.6 33 89.4 37 100.0

General media 22 16.1 113 83.9 135 100.0

Financial Aid Colleagues 83 48.7 88 51.3 171 100.0

Table 6 3b

Effect of Received Information on Decision
by InstitutionAl Characteristics

Loan Volume: over $20,000,000

Source of Information Did Information Affect
e -..ision?

TotalYes No

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Deparment of Education 51 47.6 56 52.4 107 100.0
Postsecondary Ed. Assoc. 39 39.7 59 60.3 98 100.0
Accre,..ting Agency 4 16.2 19 83.8 23 100.0
Lender or GA 15 18.9 63 81.1 78 100.0
Servicing/Collection Agency 7 13.4 47 86.6 55 100.0
Our Servicing Company 5 17.9 22 82.1 27 100.0
General media 15 17.4 70 82.6 85 100.0
Financial Aid Colleagues 42 44.0 53 56.0 95 100.0
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Table 6.3c

Effect of Received Information on Decision

by Institutional Characteristics

Aid Office Stucture: 1 campus 1 office

Source of Information Did Information Affect
Decision?

TotalYes No

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Deparment of Education 1495 43.6 1934 56.4 3429 100.0

Postsecondary Ed. Assoc. 919 33.5 1825 66.5 2744 100.0

Accrediting Agency 220 20.5 852 79.5 1072 100.0

Lender or GA 637 26.1 1803 73.9 2440 100.0

Servicing/Collection Agency 255 17.8 1177 82.2 1431 100.0

Our Servicing Company 236 26.8 642 73.2 878 100.0

General media 414 20.1 1646 79.9 2060 100.0

Financial Aid Colleagues 1142 44.9 1400 55.1 2543 100.0

Table 6.3c

Effect of Received Information on Decision
by Institutional Characteristics

Aid Office Stucture: Separate offices

Source of Information Did Information Affect
Decision?

TotalYes No

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Deparment of Education 304 49.5 310 50.5 614 100.0

Postsecondary Ed. Assoc. 190 37.5 316 62.5 507 100.0

Accrediting Agency 88 28.9 216 71.1 304 100.0

Lender or GA 129 29.0 316 71.0 444 100.0

Servicing/Collection Agency 76 27.7 200 72.3 276 100.0

Our Servicing Company 95 43.7 123 56.3 218 100.0

General media 103 25.1 306 74.9 408 100.0

Financial Aid Colleagues 233 45.5 279 54.5 513 100.0

Table 6.3c

Effect of Received Information on Decision
by Institutional Characteristics

Aid Office Stucture: Nutt. campus, 1 office

Source of Information Did Information Affect
Decision?

TotalYes No

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Deparment of Education 404 45.8 477 54.2 881 100.0

Postsecondary Ed. Assoc. 263 38.7 415 61.3 678 100.0

Accrediting Agency 57 22.0 201 78.0 258 100.0

Lender or GA 154 24.7 468 75.3 621 100.0

Servicing/Collection Agency 56 16.5 281 83.5 337 100.0

Our Servicing Company 57 32.7 118 67.3 175 100.0

General media 92 16.4 471 83.6 563 100.0

Financial Aid Colleagues 304 43.4 397 56.6 702 100.0
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Table 6.3c

Effect of Received Information on Decision
by Institutional Characteristics

Aid Office Stucture: Other

Source of Information Did Information Affect
Decision?

TotalYes No

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Deparment of Education 67 42.5 91 57.5 158 100.0
Postsecondary Ed. Assoc. 50 34.4 95 65.6 145 100.0
Accrediting Agency 8 16.6 41 83.4 49 100.0
Lender or GA 24 25.5 70 74.5 94 100.0
Servicing/Collection Agency 9 17.1 46 82.9 55 100.0
Our Servicing Company 3 3.6 68 96.4 71 100.0
General media 23 18.1 106 81.9 130 100.0
Financial Aid Colleagues 53 36.8 90 63.2 143 100.0



Table 6.3d

Effect of Received Information on Decision
by Institutional Characteristics

EFT Admin: Yes

Source of Information Did Information Affect
Decision?

TotalYes No

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Deparment of Education 412 46.7 471 53.3 883 100.0

Postsecondary Ed. Assoc. 329 41.8 457 58.2 786 100.0

Accrediting Agency 71 24.2 221 75.8 292 100.0

Lender or GA 205 29.7 485 70.3 690 100.0

Servicing/Collection Agency 92 21.0 345 79.0 437 100.0

Our Servicing Company 61 28.3 155 71.7 216 100.0

General media 125 19.0 533 81.0 653 100.0

Financial Aid Colleagues 369 46.6 424 53.4 793 100.0

Table 6.3d

Effect of Received Information on Decision
by Institutional Characteristics

EFT Admin: No

Source of Information Did Information Affect
Decision?

TotalYes No

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Deparment of Education 1858 44.3 2340 55.7 4198 100.0

Postsecondary Ed. Assoc. 1093 33.2 2195 66.8 3288 100.0

Accrediting Agency 302 21.7 1089 78.3 1391 100.0

Lender or GA 739 25.4 2171 74.6 2910 100.0

Servicing/Collection Agency 305 18.3 1358 81.7 1663 100.0

Our Servicing Company 330 29.3 797 70.7 1126 100.0

General media 508 20.3 1996 79.7 2504 100.0

Financial Aid Colleagues 1363 43.9 1744 56.1 3107 100.0



Table 6.3e

Effect of Received Information on Decision

by Institutional Characteristics

Uses EDExpress Software: Yes

Source of Information Did Information Affect
Decision?

TotalYes No

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Deparment of Education 1097 49.4 1123 50.6 2220 100.0

Postsecondary Ed. Assoc. 742 39.5 1138 60.5 1880 100.0

Accrediting Agency 172 25.4 503 74.6 675 100.0

Lender or GA 420 25.7 1214 74.3 1634 100.0

Servicing/Collection Agency 166 17.1 804 82.9 970 100.0

Our Servicing Company 99 19.2 417 80.8 516 100.0

General media 282 19.3 1184 80.7 1466 100.0

Financial Aid Colleagues 884 48.0 956 52.0 1840 100.0

Table 6.3e

Effect of Received Information on Decision
by Institutional Characteristics

Uses EDExpress Software: No

Source of Information Did Information Affect
Decision?

TotalYes No

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Deparment of Education 1173 41.0 1688 59.0 2861 100.0

Postsecondary Ed. Assoc. 680 31.0 1514 69.0 2194 100.0
Accrediting Agency 201 19.9 807 80.1 1007 100.0
Lender or GA 523 26.6 1443 73.4 1966 100.0
Servicing/Collection Agency 231 20.4 899 79.6 1130 100.0
Our Servicing Company 292 35.3 534 64.7 826 100.0
General media 350 ?0.7 1345 79.3 1696 100.0
Financial Aid Colleagues 848 41.2 1212 58.8 2060 100.0



Table 6.3f

Effect of Receiyed Information on Decision
by Institutional Characteristics

Computer System: Mainframe on y

Source of Information Did Information Affect
Decision?

TotalYes No

N Pct.

-
N Pct. N Pct.

Deparment of Education 111 39.2 172 60.8 283 100.0

Postsecondary Ed. Assoc. 78 31.1 173 68.9 251 100.0

Accrediting Agency 12 13.3 76 86.7 88 100.0

Lender or GA 45 19.8 182 80.2 227 100.0

Servicing/Collection Agency 20 13.8 124 86.2 144 100.0

Our Servicing Company 9 13.3 60 86.7 70 100.0

General media 32 17.2 157 82.8 189 100.0

Financial Aid Colleagues 106 43.4 138 56.6 244 100.0

Table 6.3f

Effect of Received Information on Decision
by Institutional Characteristics

Computer System: Both mainframe and PC

Source of Information Did Information Affect
Decision?

TotalYes No

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Deparment of Education 903 47.2 1012 52.8 1915 100.0

Postsecondary Ed. Assoc. 705 40.1 1055 59.9 1759 100.0

Accreditinz Agency 88 18.6 384 81.4 471 100.0

Lender or GA 392 25.6 1139 74.4 1531 100.0

Servicing/Collection Agency 146 15.8 780 84.2 926 100.0

Our Servicing Company 56 13.1 371 86.9 428 100.0

General media 262 19.1 1114 80.9 1376 100.0

Financial Aid Colleagues 811 48.3 866 51.7 1677 100.0

Table 6.3f

Effect of Received Information on Decision
by Institutional Characteristics

Computer System: PC only

Source of Information Did Information Affect
Decision?

TorllYes No

N Pct. N Pct. h Pct.

Depannent of Education 765 48.1 826 51.9 1591 100.0

Postsecondary Ed. Assoc. 406 35.5 736 64.5 1143 100.0

Accrediting Agency 196 31.5 426 68.5 622 100.0

Lender or GA 309 29.0 755 71.0 1064 100.0

Servicing/Collection Agency 135 24.1 425 75.9 560 100.0

Our Servicing Company 100 32.6 207 67.4 308 100.0

General media 226 24.9 684 75.1 910 100.0

Financial Aid Colleagues 544 47.8 595 52.2 1138 100.0
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Table 6.3f

Effer.t of Received Information on Decision

by Institutional Characteristics

Computer System: Contracted servicer

Source of Information Did Information Affect
Decision/

TotalYes No

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Deparment of Education 225 38.8 355 61.2 580 100.0

Postsecondary Ed. Assoc. 94 23.2 309 76.8 403 100.0

Accrediting Agency 27 11.7 207 88.3 234 100.0

Lender or GA 79 26.4 220 73.6 298 100.0

Servicing/Collection Agency 61 30.0 142 70.0 203 100.0

Our Servicing Company 163 48.8 171 51.2 335 100.0

General media 31 10.9 252 89.1 283 100.0

Financial Aid Colleagues 97 24.8 294 75.2 391 100.0

Table 6.3f

Effect of Received Information on Decision
by Institutional Characteristics

Computer System: All manual processing

Source of Information Did Information Affect
Decision?

TotalYes No

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Deparment of Education 162 33.4 323 66.6 485 100.0
Postsecondary Ed. Assoc. 76 24.6 235 75.4 311 100.0
Accrediting Agency 39 24.4 121 75.6 160 100.0
Lender or GA 70 22.0 248 78.0 318 100.0
Servicing/Collection Agency 28 16.9 137 83.1 165 100.0
Our Servicing Company 33 35.4 60 64.6 92 100.0
General media 54 23.8 171 76.2 225 100.0
Financial Aid Colleagues 93 38.8 147 61.2 240 100.0

Table 6.3f

Effect of Received Information on Decision
by Institutional Characteristics

Computer System: Other

Source of Information Did Information Affect
Decision?

TotalYes No

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Deparment of Education 103 45.6 123 54.4 227 100.0

Postsecondary Ed. Assoc. 63 30.4 144 69.6 208 100.0
Accrediting Agency 11 10.0 97 90.0 107 100.0

Lender or GA 48 30.1 113 69.9 161 100.0

Servicing/Collection Agency 6 6.4 95 93.6 101 100.0

Our Servicing Company 29 26.3 81 73.7 110 100.0
General media 27 15.1 151 84.9 178 100.0

Financial Aid Colleagues 82 39.2 128 60.8 210 100.0



Table 6.3g

Effect of Received Information on Decision
by Institutional Characteristics

Number of Lenders: 1 - 2

Source of Information Did Information Affect
Decision?

TotalYes No

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Deparment of Education 602 47.0 680 53.0 1281 100.0

Postsecondary Ed. Assoc. 284 31.8 608 68.2 891 100.0

Accrediting Agency 119 21.0 446 79.0 565 100.0

Lender or GA 147 22.1 521 77.9 669 100.0

Servicing/Collection Agency 67 17.7 311 82.3 378 100.0

Our Servicing Company 223 49.4 229 50.6 452 100.0

General media 110 19.0 468 81.0 578 100.0

Financial Aid Colleagues 320 41.0 461 59.0 781 100.0

Table 6.39

Effect of Received Information on Decision
by Institutional Characteristics

Number of Lenders: 3 - 5

Source of Information Did Information Affect
Decision?

TotalYes No

M Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Deparment of Education 628 41.3 891 58.7 1519 100.0

Postsecondary Ed. Assoc. 360 30.6 816 69.4 1176 100.0

Accrediting Agency 129 24.4 400 75.6 529 100.0

Lender or GA 269 25.3 795 74.7 1064 100.0

Servicing/Collection Agency 127 19.8 518 80.2 645 100.0

Our Servicing Company 116 26.4 325 73.6 441 100.0

General media 174 18.2 781 81.8 955 100.0

Financial Aid Colleagues 506 42.8 677 57.2 1183 100.0

Table 6.3g

Effect of Received Information on Decision
by Institutional Characteristics

Number of Lenders: 6 - 10

Source of Information Did Information Affect
Decision?

TotalYes No

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Deparment of Education 518 43.4 675 56.6 1193 100.0

Postsecondary Ed. Assoc. 412 40.2 612 59.8 1024 100.0

Accrediting Agency 72 21.9 258 78.1 331 100.0

Lender or GA 312 31.8 668 68.2 980 100.0

Servicing/Collection Agency 98 17.9 450 82.1 548 100.0

Our Servicing Company 19 8.5 202 91.5 220 100.0

General media 212 26.4 591 73.6 803 100.0

Financial Aid Colleagues 469 48.0 508 52.0 977 100.0
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Table 6.39

Effect of Received Information on Decision
by Institutional Characteristics

Number of Lenders: 11 - 20

Source of Information Did Information Affect
Decision?

TotalYes No

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Deparment of Education 186 42.3 253 57.7 439 100.0
Postsecondary Ed. Assoc. 145 36.9 248 63.1 393 100.0
Accrediting Agency 22 16.8 111 83.2 133 100.0
Lender or GA 102 25.2 302 74.8 404 100.0
Servicing/Collection Agency 41 18.6 179 81.. 220 100.0
Our Servicing Company 16 16.8 78 83.2 94 100.0
General media 55 16.7 275 83.3 330 100.0
Financial Aid Colleagues 181 48.9 189 51.1 370 100.0

Table 6.3g

Effect of Received Information on Decision
by Institutional Characteristics

Number of Lenders: Over 20

Source of Information Did Information Affect
Decision?

TotalYes No

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Deparment of EdUcation 337 51.8 313 48.2 649 100.0
Postsecondary Ed. Assoc. 222 37.6 369 62.4 591 100.0
Accrediting Agency 30 24.0 95 76.0 125 100.0
Lender or GA 114 23.5 370 76.5 484 100.0
Servicing/Collection Agency 63 20.4 245 79.6 308 100.0
Our Sixvicing Company 17 12.5 118 87.5 135 100.0
General media 82 16.5 414 83.5 496 100.0
Financial Aid Colleagues 256 43.5 333 56.5 589 100.0



Table 6.3h

Effect of Received Information on Decision

by Institutional Characteristics

Number of GAs: 1

Source of Information Did Information Affect
Decision?

TotalYes No

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Deparment of Education 930 43.8 1195 56.2 2125 100.0

Postsecondary Ed. Assoc. 539 34.2 1037 65.8 1576 100.0

Accrediting Agency 170 20.8 648 79.2 819 100.0

Lender or GA 358 25.9 1026 74.1 1384 100.0

Servicing/Collection Agency 143 20.1 571 79.9 714 100.0

Our Servicing Company 249 39.5 381 60.5 630 100.0

General media 187 16.7 930 83.3 1117 100.0

Financial Aid Colleagues 574 40.4 847 59.6 1421 100.0

Table 6.3h

Effect of Received Information on Decision
by Institutional Characteristics

Number of GAs: 2 3

Source of Information Did Information Affect
Decision?

TotalYes No

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Depanaent of Education 912 45.6 1088 54.4 2000 100.0

Postsecondary Ed. Assoc. 565 34.5 1070 65.5 1635 100.0

Accrediting Agency 146 23.0 488 77.0 634 100.0

Lender or GA 378 26.3 1060 73.7 1438 100.0

Servicing/Collection Agency 168 19.0 718 81.0 886 100.0

Our Se:I/icing Company 122 24.4 377 75.6 499 100.0

General media 300 22.7 1024 77.3 1323 100.0

Financial Aid Colleagues 773 47.2 866 52.8 1639 100.0

Table 6.3h

Effect of Received Information on Decision
by Institutional Characteristics

Number of GAs: 4 - 5

Source of Information Did Information Affect
Decision?

TotalYes No

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Deperment of Education 209 42.9 279 57.1 488 100.0

Postsecondary Ed. Assoc. 158 37.3 265 62.7 423 100.0

Accrediting Agency 31 24.9 94 75.1 125 100.0

Lender or GA 121 28.1 309 71.9 430 100.0

Servicing/Collection Agency 40 15.1 223 84.9 263 100.0

Our Servicing Company 6 6.0 93 94.0 99 100.0

General media 80 22.2 281 77.8 362 100.0

Financial Aid Colleagues 213 50.6 208 49.4 421 100.0



_

Table 6.3h

Effect of Received Information on Decision
by Institutional Characteristics

Number of GAs: Over 5

Source of Information Did Information Affect
Decision?

TotalYes No

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Deparment of Education 219 46.7 249 53.3 468 100.0
Postsecondary Ed. Assoc. 160 36.4 280 63.6 440 100.0
Accrediting Agency 25 23.9 80 76.1 105 100.0
Lender or GA 86 24.9 261 75.1 348 100.0
Servicing/Collection Agency 45 18.9 192 81.1 237 100.0
Our Servicing Company 14 12.6 100 87.4 114 100.0
General media 66 18.2 294 81.8 360 100.0
Financial Aid Colleagues 172 41.1 247 58.9 419 100.0



Table 6.3i

Effect of Received Information on Decision

by Institutional Characteristics

DL Application: Year 2 Participant

r..ource of Information Did Information Affect
Decision?

TotalYes No

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Deparment of Education 906 74.6 308 25.4 1213 100.0

Postsecondary Ed. Assoc. 440 48.9 460 51.1 899 100.0

Accrediting Agency 120 28.7 298 71.3 417 100.0

Lender or GA 127 19.2 532 80.8 659 100.0

Servicing/Collection Agency 60 14.8 348 85.2 408 100.0

Our Servicing Company 216 50.9 208 49.1 423 100.0

General media 177 24.1 557 75.9 734 100.0

Financial Aid Colleagues 523 53.0 464 47.0 987 100.0

Table 6.3i

Effect of Received Information on Decision

by Institutional Characteristics

DL Application: Pending for Year 3

Source of Information Did Information Affect
Decision?

TotalYes No

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Deparment of EdOcation 182 57.0 137 43.0 319 100.0

Postsecondary Ed. Assoc. 90 36.6 156 63.4 246 100.0

Accrediting Agency 31 22.6 107 77.4 138 100.0

Lender or GA 49 24.1 156 75.9 205 100.0

Servicing/Collection Agency 26 24.5 82 75.5 108 100.0

Our Servicing Company 29 29.1 71 70.9 100 100.0

General media 46 23.1 154 76.9 201 100.0

Financial Aid Colleagues 123 50.9 119 49.1 242 100.0

Table 6.3i

Effect of Received Information on Decision

by Institutional Characteristics

DL Application: Will Apply for Year 3

Source of Information Did Information Affect
Decision?

TotalYes No

Pct. N Pct. M Pct.

Deparment of Education 148 48.7 156 51.3 304 100.0

Postsecondary Ed. Assoc. 72 31.9 153 68.1 225 100.0

Accrediting Agency 27 25.6 80 74.4 107 100.0

Lender or GA 42 25.1 125 74.9 167 100.0

Servicing/Collection Agency 13 13.5 84 86.5 97 100.0

Our Servicing Company 48 39.1 75 60.9 124 100.0

General media 18 9.6 164 90.4 182 100.0

Financial Aid Colleagues 94 43.1 125 56.9 219 100.0
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Table 6.3i

Effect of Received Information on Decision
by Institutional Characteristics

DL Application: Application Rejected

Source of Information Did Information Aifect
Decision?

TotalYes No

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Deparment of Education 47 39.4 72

_

60.6 118 100.0
Postsecondary Ed. Assoc. 15 15.8 80 84.2 95 100.0
Accrediting Agency 16 22.8 56 77.2 72 100.0
lender or GA . 7 9.2 68 90.8 75 100.0
Servicing/Collection Agency 0 --0 38 100.0 38 100.0
Our Servicing Company 0 0 21 100.0 21 100.0
General media 15 26.4 42 73.6 57 100.0
Financial Aid Colleagues 26 45.6 31 54.4 57 100.0

Table 6.31

Effect of Received Information on Decision
by Institutional Characteristics

DL Application: No

Source of Information Did Information Affect
Decision?

TotalYes No

4 Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Deparment of Education 816 30.0 1854 69.4 2670 100.0
Postsecondary Ed. Assoc. 678 30.5 1549 69.5 2228 100.0
Accrediting Agency 149 18.3 665 81.7 814 100.0
Lender or GA 617 28.6 1540 71.4 2157 100.0
Servicing/Collection Agency 238 19.5 982 80.. 1220 100.0
Our Servicing Company 51 9.5 493 90.5 544 100.0
General media 345 20.6 1329 79.4 1674 100.0
Financial Aid Colleagues 528 41.1 1185 58.9 2014 100.0

Table 6.31

Effect of Received Informaticn on Decision
by Institutional Characteristics

DL Application: Other

Source of Information Did Information Affect
Decision?

TotalYes No

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Deparment of Education 172 37.7 285 62.3 456 100.0
Postsecondary Ed. Assoc. 127 33.3 254 66.7 381 100.0
Accrediting Agency 29 21.6 105 78.4 134 100.0
Lender or GA 102 30.2 235 69.8 337 100.0
Servicing/Collection Agency 58 25.4 171 74.6 229 100.0
Our Servicing Company 46 35.6 84 64.4 130 100.0
General media 32 10.2 282 89.8 314 100.0
Financial Aid Colleagues 137 36.0 243 64.0 380 100.0
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Table 6.4a

Opinions on t'. Direct Loan Program

Statements About the DL Program Opinion

Strongly Somewhat Somewhat Strongly
agree agree No op nion disagree disagree Total

N 1Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

DL is easy to start up 411 I c 1273 23.1 1393 25.3 1481 26.9 951 17.3 5509 100.0
DL is difficult to administer 601 11.o 1324 24.2 1969 36.0 1142 20.9 429 7.8 5465 100.0
DL Program reduces staff time 332 6.1 984 18.0 1589 29.1 1361 24.9 1197 21.9 5463 100.0
OL requires more computer/equipment 2038 37.1 1498 27.3 1098 20.0 557 10.1 296 5.4 5487 100.0

Table 6.4b

Mean Ratings of Opinions on the Direct Loan Program

Statements About the DL Program Mean
,

Rating

DL is easy to start up
DL is difficult to administer
DL Program reduces staff time
DL requires more computer/equipment

3.2
2.9
3.4
2.2
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Table 6.5

Basis for Opinions Regarding
the Direct Loan Program

All Institutions Basis for Opinion

TotalNo Yes

Pct Pct Pct

Published reports 2023 37.9 3317 62.1 5340 100.0

Conferences on DL 2356 44.4 2953 55.6 5309 100.0

Contact with DL schools 2976 56.2 2316 43.8 5292 100.0

other 2136 72.0 832 28.0 2968 100.0
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Table 7.1

Preferences for Future Surveys

All Institutions N Pct.

Every 6 months 1013 25.7

Once per year 2922 74.3

Total 3935 100.0
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Survey
Methodology This mail survey of Institutions participating in the Federal Family Education

Loan Program was conducted by Macro International Inc. under contract to

the U.S. Department of Education. A similar survey of institutions
participating in the Federal Direct Loan Program was conducted by Macro in

February/March 1995. The purpose of this survey was to establish a
comparison group for analyses of differences in various aspects of loan
program administration between the Direct Loan and Federal Family
Education Loan Programs.

Sample Design

A total of 3059 institutions were randomly selected from a population of
5720 schools in the 1-FELP sampling frame. The sample was stratified by
school type and control, and by school size (small or large, as indicated by
loan volume). The starting sample size includes 395 institutions that were
added to the originally estimated sample to allow separate estimates for 2-
year public and 2-year private schools; and to include all 1-133CUs in the

sample.

Data Collection Procedures/Response Rate

Approximately two weeks prior to the survey mailout, two pre-survey letters
- one from the Department of Education and one from Macro - were mailed
to Financial Aid Administrators at all sampled institutions. The purpose of the
letters was to inform institutions of the survey and to encourage participation.

The FFELP survey offered Internet response as an option for survey

completion. The pre-survey mailing included a postcard which elicited
respondents' preferred method of survey completion (electronic or paper),
and instructions for a one-minute demonstration of the electronic survey
completion process.

The pre-survey materials are included in Appendix C of this report.

The data collection period began on April 12, 1995 and continued through
June 27, 1995. Paper surveys and instructions for Internet respondents
mailed simultaneously on April 12th. Copies of the survey instrument and
Internet instructions are included in Appendix C.

All completed questionnaires were reviewed for discrepancies and/or missing
data, and telephone follow-up calls were conducted in cases where
clarification was necessary. The surveys were entered into an automated data



entry system, and were double entered to achieve 100 percent data
verification. The automated system ensured accuracy in identifying and
correcting inconsistent data

The generally high item response for this survey, coupled with the extensive
verification procedures, ensure that the data provided accurately reflect the
views, opinions and information of responding institutions.

Telephone follow-up calls to non-respondents began on May 1, 1995 and
continued throughout the remainder of the survey period. Non-respondent
follow-up procedures were conducted by Macro's Vermont facility using
Computer Assisted Telephone Interviewing (CATI). In instances where it
was not convenient for institutions to resporid to the survey by mail, Internet
(or fax), the survey was conducted over the telephone.

The overall survey response rate was 85 percent, based on 2,303 responses
from 2,723 eligible institutions.

The following table summarizes the sample disposition c^r the FFELP survey.

Disposition Number

Completed surveys 2303

Usable surveys 2723

Unusable surveys 302

Initial sample deletions 26

Nondeliverable surveys 8

Non-responding institutions may have some effect on the survey results to the
extent that responses from nonparticipating institutions differ from those of
survey respondents. This effect should be minimal, given the response rate
achieved for this survey. The survey data were weighted to adjust for non-
response.



Response rate for each item in the Surveyof Institutions Participating in the Federal Family Education Loan

Program

Question
Number

Question Unweighted
Response

Weighted
Response

1 Which of the following best characterizes the
structure of the Financial Aid Office(s) at your
institution as it relates to processing loans
(Check only one)

99% 99%

2 Does your institution use Electronic Funds
Transfer (EFT) to administer the FFEL
Pro ram?

99% 99%

3 Does your institution uss EDExpress software
for the administration of Pell Grant Funds?

99% 99%

4 What type of computer system does your
institution use when administering student
financial aid?

99% 99%

5 Are you currently participating or do you plan
to participate in the National Student Loan
Clearinghouse?

96% 94%

6 How many loans did you certify during the
last Federal award year (93/94)?

95%

98%

95%

98%7 Based on your experience with the
administration with FFEL loans to date, do
you expect a significant change in the
number of loans certified during the 94/95
Federal award year?

8 How would you characterize the level of work
needed to administer this Program on a day-
to-da basis?

98% 98%

9 Which of the following other departments
have functions or tasks that support the
administration of student financial aid and
the FFEL Program?

Accounting Office 98% 98%

Business/Bursars Office or Student Accounts 98% 98%

Computer Services 98% 98%

Admissions 98% 98%

Registrar's Office 98% 98%
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IQuestion
Number

Question
j

Unweighted
Response

Weighted
Response

10 In terms of the amount of level of staff and
effort required, indicate the level of
satisfaction with each of the following
activities involved in the FFEL Program

Keeping up with regulations 98% 98%

Answering general questions about loans and
financial aid

98% 98%

Counseling borrowers while in school 98% 98%

Helping students with loans after they have
left school

98% 98%

Processing of loan applications 98% 98%

Receipt of loan funds 98% 98%

Disbursement of loan funds 90% 92%

Refunding excess loan funds to students 98%

98%

98%

98%Financial monitoring and reporting

Recordkeeping and reporting of student
inforrnation (includes SSCRs and financial aid
transcripts)

98% 98%

12 Estimate the number of minutes or hours
of TOTAL STAFF TIME it takes to process
a Stafford Loan

Manui Time re. uired to rocess loan

12A Best caselno exceptions or problems 90% 91%

12B Average total time

Worst case/many exceptions or problems

91%

90%

92%

91%12C

For EFT (if possible) processing

12D Best case/no exceptions or problems 90% 88%

12E Average total time 90% 87%

12F Worst case/many exceptions or problems 91% 87%

13 How many lenders do you deal with on a
regular basis in the FFEL Program?

98% 98%

14 How many guarantee agencies do you deal
with on a regular basis in the FFEL Program?

98% 98%



Question
Number

Question Unweighted
Response

Weighted
Response

1INIMIli

15 How would you rate the services received
from the U.S. Department of Education?

R=Received T=Timeliness U=Usefulness

15AAR Software for administration or reporting
functions

97% 97%

15AAT 86% 85%

15AAU 85% 84%

15ABR Telephone support 97% 97%

15ABT 90% 90%

15ABU 90% 89%

15ACR Information on FFEL Program
rules/re ulations

98% 98%

15ACT 96% 96%

15ACU 96% 96%

15ADR Training sessions 98%

91%

98%

91%15ADT

15ADU 88% 97%

15AER Materials for counselin borrowers 97% 97%

15AET 90% 90%

15AEU 89% 89%

How would you rate information/support
received from your primary lender or its
servicer?

15BAR Software for administration or reporting
functions

96% 96%

15BAT 81% 80%

15BAU 81% 90%

15BBR Telephone Support 97%

94%

97%

93%15BBT

15BBU 92% 93%

15BCR Information on FFEL Program
rules/regulations

97% 97%

15BCT 89% 88%



Question
Number

Question Unweighted
Response

Weighted
Response

15BCU

-
88% 87%

15BDR Training sessions 97% 97%

15BDT 84% 83%

15BDU 83% 83%

15BER Materials for counseling borrowers 97% 97%

15BET 91% 90%

15BEU 90% 89%

15C What percent of your loan volume is handled
by your primary lender?

87% 87%

How would you rate the
support/information received from your
primary guarantee agency or its servicer?

15DAR Software for administration or reporting
functions

97% 97%

15DAT 88% 84%

15DAU 85% 83%

15DBR Telephone Support 97% 97%

15DBT 95% 95%

15DBU 94% 94%

15DCR Information on FFEL Program
rules/regulations

97% 97%

15DCT 95% 95%

15DCU 94% 94%

15DDR Training sessions 97% 97%

15DDr 93% 92%

15DDU 92% 91%

15DER Materials for counseling borrowers 97% 97%

15DET 93% 93%

15DEU 93% 93%

15E What percent of your loan volume is handled
by your primary guaranty agency?

95% 96%



Question
Number

Question Unweighted
Response

Weighted
Response

17 Rate any changes since the introduction
of the Direct Loan ro ram

Student access to loans 96% 97%

Ease of Administration 96% 97%

Service from banks/. uarantee asencies 96% 97%

Sen/ice from loan servicers/collection
agencies

96% 96%

Service from your third party contracted
services

96% 96%

18 Note increases/decreases in resources
needed for the delivery of financial aid that
ma have chan ed at our institution

Number of staff positions related to financial
aid

97% 97%

Number of staff positions in accounting or
business office

96% 97%

Number of staff utilized for technical su. .ort 97% 97%

Number of hours current staff work 97% 97%

Equipment/Computers 97% 97%

Supplies
97%

95%

97%

96%Funds for trainin.

Funds for Staff travel 97% 97%

20 Rate satisfaction with the FFEL Program
using a scale of 1-5

Timeliness of receipt of loan funds under EFT
processin.

98% 98%

Timeliness of receipt of loan funds under
manual processing

97% 98%

Workload to counsel borrowers 97% 98%

Relationship with primary lenders 97% 98%

Relationship with primary guarantors 97% 98%

ED's responsiveness to reported problems or
difficulties in the FFEL Program

97% 97%



Question
Number

Question
..___L:tesn.y,lp_eso_

tinweighted Weighted

ED's handling of special cases or exceptions
when re.ortin .roblems or difficulties

97% 97%

21 Overall, how satisfied were you without eh
FFEL Program prior to July 1994 when the
DL ro.-am was im.lemented?

94% 94%

22 Currently, how satisfied are you with the
FFEL Program?

96% 97%

23 How much does the use of EFT affect your
satisfaction with the FFEL Program?

82% 83%

25 Have your or are you planning to apply for the
Direct Loan Pro. ram?

96% 97%

26 Please check up to three reasons why your
institution is currently participating in FFEL

91% 93%

27 Did you receive information regarding DL
from any of the following sources? if so,
how did they impact your decision
regarding applying to participate in the
Pr rofun.7?

_Department of Education

Postsecondary education association

95%

94%

95%

94%

Accrediting agency 93% 93%

Lender or guarantee agency 95% 94%

Loan servicin. collection a enc 94% 94%

Our privatek contracted servicing company 92% 92%

General media 94% 94%

Friends or colleagues in student financial aid 94% 94%

28 Please indicate your opinion about each of
the following statements regarding the DL
Program

It appears relatively easy to start up the DL
Program at an institution

96% 96%

It appears relatively difficult to administer the
DL,Program on a daily basis

95% 96%

It appears that DL may reduce staff time 95% 96%

It appears that the DL requires more
computers/more equipment to administer
than the FFEL Program

96% 96%



Question
Number

Question Unweighted
Fies nse

Weighted
Res nse

29 Which sources best describes the basis for
opinions regarding DL?

93%

67%

99%

69%32 Which of the following timeframes would be
more useful to your institution?
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY

I am writing to encourage 'your participation in an important upcoming study of the Federal student loan

programs. Macro International Inc., under contract to ED, is conducting an evaluation of the Direct Loan

Program. As part of this evaluation, all institutions participating in the Direct Loan Program and a
sample of institutions participating in the Federal Family Educational Loan Program (FFELP) will be

surveyed.

This study is part of an evaluation to examine the implementation of the two loan programs and to compare

the experiences of schools offering the Direct Loan Program with those ofinstitutions participating in
the ItEL Program. The survey focuses on institutional satisfaction with the programs and institutional
satisfaction with ED and other service providers.

The survey will begin in approximately two weeks. Your cooperation in this voluntary survey is strongly
encouraged. The Department understands that this is a busy time for you and has kept the smvey questions
to a minimum. All of your answers will be held confidential by Macro and will only be reported to the
Department in the aggregate.

We look forward to your participation in the study. By sharing information about your experiences in the
Federal Family Educational Loan Program, you will be assisting the Department in its ongoing efforts to
improve loan program operations. If you have any comments about the survey or suggestions for improving
this process, please call Mr. Steven Zwillinger, the Department's Project Officer for this study. Mr.
Zwillinger's telephone number is (202) 401-0182.

Sincerely,

Alan Ginsburg
Director
Planning and Evaluation Service

371
400 MARYLAND An., IX WARRINGTON, D.C. 202024100

Our misottio to to insure equal ammo to adtmottott coot ta amostot4 ottuOtittona/ atoottoost throughout tho Nation.



MACRG

March 27. 1995

Dear

Your institution has been selected to participate in a survey of institutions administering the Federal Family
Educational Loan Program. As indicated in the enclosed letter from Alan Ginsburg, Director of the Planning and
Evaluation Service at the Department of Education. this survey is part of an evaluation that Macro International is
conducting. The survey can be completed electronically, either over the Internet or through your modem. We believe
that you will find it easier, quicker, and more convenient to fill out this survey electronically.

To provide you with a preview of this system, we have set up a quick 1-minute demonstration which also informs us
of your intent to complete the survey through this method. We have included instructions on how to run this
demonstration. which is the same procedure you will use to complete the actual survey. You will be asked to fill out
the actual survey in about two weeks, and will be notified by mail or e-mail when the survey begins.

Although we expect that electronic survey completion will be easier for you, we have included a postcard which
indicates wur prefereme for method of survey conviction . On this postcard, please make any corrections to the name
and mailing address included on the label, and check the box indicating your preferred survey completion method.

We look forward to your participation in this evaluation of Federal student loan pr grams. Your comments will be
very important to this assessment as we examine schools experiences with various aspects of the Direct Loan and
Federal Family Educational Loan Programs.

If you have any questions or comments about the survey process, please do not hesitate to contact me at (800) 292-
4460.

Sincerely yours,

_40e..4,7rf
Sadie Bennett
Survey Director

Enclosure

NOTE If you: institution is a Year 2 Direct Loan school, you may he selected as part of our sample for next year's Direct Loan survey For this
survey. however. we request that you provide us with utotmanon on your expenences with the Federal Family Educational Loans Program.

I 17E/5 B's.a D. E a CALvtal(r. MACP.L.AND 207OS Tsi.lomohis 30 a72.02O0 vas 301 572,0929
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We look forward to your panicipation in the evaluation of Federal student loan programs. Your comments will be very
important to this assessment of the Direct Loan Program's implementation as we examine schools' experiences with
various aspects of the Direct Loan and Federal Family Education Loan Programs.

Please add or change any missing or incorrect information on the above label, check the appropriate box below, and
return this postcard to Macro.

I would like to receive a paper copy of the survey.

I will complete the survey electronically via Internet or through my modem.

If you have any questions about the survey, please contact Sadie Bennett at (800) 292-4460.
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Instructions for Running Demonstration

Option #1: From an Internet connection, telnet to our account at
MNSNET.MNSINC.COM. This might be as simple as typing "TELNET
MNSNET.MNSINC.COM" and pressing the enter key. However, it may
be a two step process whereby you first type "TELNET" and enter, then
type "OPEN MNSNET.MNSINC.COM" and enter. Telnet procedures for
your system may vary slightly from those mentioned above. We
encourage the convenience of response via telnet, if possible.

Option #2: From your modem and communications software, dial our
toll-free number, (800) 292-4460, to connect directly. You should set
the connection at: no parity, 8 data bits, 1 stop bit. You may connect
at 2400, 6600 or 14400 baud.

Once you have entered the system, you will see the following prompts:

"USER ID" When this prompt appears type the word: FFEL
"PASSWORD" When this prompt appears type the word: DECADE

You will then be asked to answer a few questions such as name,
institution, and E-mail address (if applicable). At the end of the session,
select "QUIT" and then choose "OK." The connection will then be
closed.
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OMB Clearance # 1875-0012

Expires September 30, 1995

Survey of Institutions Participating in the
Federal Family Education Loan Program

Introduction

The U.S. Department of Education (ED) is currently administering two postsecondary loan programs for students -

the Federal Family Education Loan Program (FFELP) and the Federal Direct Student Loan Program (FDSLP). ED
has contracted Macro International Inc. to conduct an evaluation of these loan programs. The purpose of this survey,
which is one component of the overall evaluation, is to gather information about schools' experiences with the admin-
istration of the FFEL Program. This information will be used to help ED better understand the two programs from
the viewpoint of the institutions, as well as improve them in future years.

Instructions

For this survey, we would like the Financial Aid Director to be the key contact. However, there may be some questions
that will require input from the Business Office or other offices involved with the loan programs.

This survey has been sent to your institution based on your Department of Education ID Number. Some institutions
may have multiple campuses, branches, or schools within an institution that are served by separate Financial Aid
Offices. If your institution is decentralized in this manner and these divisions operate under a single Department of
Education ID Number, you may need to consult with other Financial Aid Offices to provide your answers or to
determine who should fill out the survey.

Some of the survey questions may not be applicable to your institution or may not address your specific situation.
Please answer these questions to the best of your ability and feel free to comment in the space provided regarding your
particular situation.

If your institution is a Year 2 Direct Loan school, you may be selected as part of our sample for next year's Direct Loan
survey. For this survey, however, we request that you provide us with information on your experiences with the
Federal Family Education Loan Program.

Our Thanks

We know how busy Financial Aid staff are and we are grateful for your cooperation. Please contact Sadie Bennett at
(800) 292-4460 with any questions or comments regarding the survey.

To ensure that your questionnaire is received in time to be included in the survey results, please return it in the
enclosed postage paid envelope or respond via Internet by April 28, 1995.

Please return this survey to:

Macro International Inc.
11785 Beltsville Drive
Calverton, MD 20705
ATM: Sadie Bennett

Phone: (301) 572-0200
Toll Free: (800) 292-4460

Fax: (301) 572-0999
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Identifying Information

[Institutional Label]

Is the information on the above label correct? If not, please change any incorrect information.

In the spaces provided below, enter your name, title, telephone number, and the date on which you completed this
questionnaire.

Name of Person Completing Form

Title

Telephone Number

Date

Confidentiality

Although we ask for identifying information for follow-up purposes, identities of institutions and names of individu-
als will be kept strictly confidential by Macro International Inc. All information obtained from this survey will be
presented in aggregate form.

About This Survey

As part of its commitment to continual improvement and to customer service, the Department of Education has asked
Macro to conduct a survey of institutions on a periodic basis to determin strengths and areas for improvement. A
large sample of institutions (both Direct Loan and FFEL institutions) is being surveyed regarding their experiences in
administering their respective programs as part of this effort. This survey covers your experiences with the FFEL
Program and your perceptions of the services received. We welcome any thoughts or suggestions you might have
regarding this survey (please see the items in Section 7). Again, thank you for your time and cooperation.
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1. Which of the following best characterizes the structure of the Financial Aid Office(s) at your institution as it

relates to processing loans? (Check only one.)

The institution does not have multiple campuses, branches, or schools; one office administers financial aid

for the entire institution.
0 Each campus, branch, or school within the institution is served by a separate Financial Aid Office.

O All campuses, branches, or schools within the institution are served by a single Financial Aid Office.

O Other (Specify)

2. Does your institution use Electronic Funds Transfer (EFT) to administer the FFEL Program?

O Yes *- What percent of loans are processed through EFT?

O No

3. Does your institution use EDExpress software for the administration of Pell Grant funds?

O Yes
O No

4. What type of computer system does your institution use when administering student financial aid?

O Utilize only mainframe system
O Utilize both mainframe and personal computers

O Utilize only personal computers

O Use a contracted servicer to process electronically
O No computer system is used; all manual processing

O Other (Specify)

5. Are you currently participating or do you plan to participate in the National Student Loan Clearinghouse?

O Yes, we are currently participating

O Yes, we plan to participate within the next year

LI No

6. How many loans did you certify during the last Federal award year (93/94)?

loans

7. Based on your experience with the administration of FFEL loans to date, do you expect a significant change in
the number of loans certified during the 94/95 Federal award year?

0 Yes No- _% increase from 93/94 or ___% decrease from 93/94

0 No
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(Administering the Program includes all loan activities. reconciliation, reporting, and keeping up with regulations.)

8. How would you characterize the level of work or staff effort needed to administer this Program on a day-to-day
basis? (Check only one. If you are using EFT and manual processing, please take both into account when
answering.)

Very easy to administer

Relatively easy to administer, with a few areas that require a high level of effort
A moderate amount of effort is required overall

Relatively labor intensive to administer, with many areas that require a high level of effort
Very labor intensive to administer

9. Which of the following other departments (or staff outside the Financial Aid Office) have functions or tasks
that support the administration of student financial aid and the Federal Family Education Loan Program? Please
use the following scale to indicate the level of involvement for each department, (Circle only one code foreach department.)

1 = No involvement with student financial aid
2 = A few functions or tasks that support administering aid
3 = Extensive or significant functions or tasks that support administering aid
NA = Not applicable, department does not exist at this institution

Department Level of Involvement

Accounting Office 1 2 3 NA

Business/Bursars Office or
Student Accounts 1 2 3 NA

Computer Services
1 2 3 NA

Admissions
1 2 3 NA

Registrar's Office 1 2 3 NA

Other (Specify)

1 2 3 NA



10. In terms of the amount of staff and effort required. please indicate your level of satisfaction with each of the
following activities involved in administering the Federal Family Education Loan Program. (Circle only
one code for each activity. NA should be circled for activities that you have not yet had experience with in
the Federal Family Education Loan Program.)

Activity
Very

Satisfied
Somewhat
Satisfied

Somewhat
Dissatisfied

Very
Dissatisfied

NA

Keeping up with regulations 1 2 3 4 NA

Answering general questions about
loans and financial aid

1 2 3 4 NA

Counseling borrowers while in
school

1 2 3 4 NA

Helping students with loans after
they have left school

1 2 3 4 NA

Processing of loan applications 1 2 3 4 NA

Receipt of loan funds 1 2 3 4 NA

Disbursement of loan funds
(including preparing loan checks and
getting students to sign)

1 2 3 4 NA

Refunding excess loan funds
to student

1 2 3 4 NA

Financial monitoring and reporting 1 2 3 4 NA

Recordkeeping and reporting of
student information (includes SSCR
and financial aid transcripts)

1 2 3 4 NA

Other (Specify) 1 2 3 4 NA

11. If you indicated that you are dissatisfied with any of the above activities, please specify the factors that
contributed to your dissatisfaction with those activities. What can be done/what methods have you used to
resolve the situation?



12. Please estimate the number of minutes or hours of total staff time it takes to process a Stafford loan, from
the time the student is awarded a loan to the poilit where all funds are disbursed to the student and/or their
account. Do not include PLUS loans in this estimate; only Stafford loans. Staff time refers to the total
number of minutes required by all sstaff members at your institution to process that loan, regardless of
their department or the elapsed time between activities. (Please indicate the amount of time required and
the percent of loans requiring that amount of time in each of the following: best, average, and worst
case situations.)

When providing estimates, please think strictly in terms of the following administrative functions:

Processing of loan application/creation of origination record;
Request and receipt of loan funds by institution;
Enrollment verification; and
Disbursement of loan funds to student.

For manual processing
Time required to

process loan

Percent of total
Stafford loans requiring this amount

of time

Best case/no exceptions
or problems

minutes or hours % take this amount of time

Average total time minutes or hours % take this amount of time

Worst case/many exceptions
or problems

minutes or hours % take this amount of time

100 %

For EFT processing (If
applicable)

Time required to
process loan

Percent of total
Stafford loans requiring this amount

of time

Best case/no exceptions
or problems

minutes or hours % take this amount of time

Average total time minutes or hours % take this amount of time

Worst case/many exceptions
or problems

minutes or hours % take this amount of time

100 %



13. How many lenders do you deal with on a regular basis in the FFEL Program?

1-2 lenders

3-5 lenders

6-10 lenders

11-20 lenders

More than 20 lenders

14. How many guarantee agencies do you deal with on a regular basis in the FFEL Program?

CI 1 guarantee agency

2-3 guarantee agencies

C:I 4-5 guarantee agencies

O More than 5 guarantee agencies

15. The following three questions ask about services received from the Department of Education, guarantee
agencies, and lenders.

15a. In the appropriate column:
a. Note whether you have received information/support from the Department of Education.
b. Rate the timeliness of the information/support for your needs and activities using a scale of 1-5, with 1

being very timely and 5 being not at all timely.

c. Rate the usefulness of the information/support on a scale of 1-5, with 1 being very useful and 5 being not
at al' useful.

d. Please write in any additional comments you may have.

Materials/Training

(a)
Received?

Y = Yes
N :: No

(b)
Rate timeliness

(1-5 or NA)

(c)
Rate usefulness

(1-5 or NA)

(d)
Comments

Software for
administration or
reporting functions

Telephone support

Information on
FFEL Program
rules/regulations

Training sessions

Materials for counseling
borrowers

Other (Specify)
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15b. In the appropriate column

a. Note whether you have received information/support from your primary lender or its servicer.
b. Rate the timeliness of the information/support for your needs and activities using a scale of 1-5. with 1

being very timely and 5 being not at all timely.

c. Rate the usefulness of the information/support on a scale of 1-5, with 1 being very useful and 5 being not
at all useful.

d. Please write in any additional comments you may have.

MaterialdTraining

(a)
Received?

Y = Yes

N = No

(13)

Rate timeliness
(1-5 or NA)

(c)
Rate usefulness

(1-5 or NA)

(d)

Comments

Software for
administration or
reporting functions

Telephone support

Information on
FFEL Program
rules/regulations

Training sessions

Materials for counseling
borrowers

Other (Specify)

15c. What percent of your loan volume is handled byyour 1......ary lender?
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15d. In the appropriate column.

a. Note whether you have received information/support from your primary guarantee agency or its servieer.

b. Rate the timeliness of the information/support for your needs and activities using a scale of 1-5, with 1
being very timely and 5 being not at all timely.

c. Rate the usefulness of the information/support on a scale of 1-5, with 1 being very useful and 5 being not
at all useful.

d. Please write in any additional comments you may have.

Materialsfrraining

(a)
Received?

Y = Yes
N = No

(b)
Rate timeliness

(1-5 or NA)
.

(c)
Rate usefulness

(1-5 or NA)

(d)
Comments

Software for
administration or
reporting functions

Telephone support

Information on
FFEL Program
rules/regulations

Training sessions

Materials for counseling
borrowers

Other (Specify)

15e.What percent of your loan volume is handled by your primary guarantee agency?

16. What additional comments do you have about the current structure and administration of the FFEL Program?
(This question is optional.)
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17. For the following aspects of FFEL Program administration, please rate any changes since the introduction of the
Direct Loan Program. using the following scale:

I = Improved the situation or aspect
2 = The same, no changes
3 = Worsened the situation or aspect
NA = Not applicable

Rating Comments

Student access to loans 1 2 3 NA

Ease of administration
of FFEL Program

1 2 3 NA

Service from
banks/guarantee agencies

1 2 3 NA

Service from loan
servicers/collection agencies

1 2 3 NA

Service from your third party
or privately contracted services

1 2 3 NA
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18. Listed below are refources needed for the delivery of financial aid that may have changed at your institution
Please note if increases or decreases have recently occurred or will occur This question refers only to changes
that are a direct result of changes in the FFEL Program and that occurred or were budgeted to occur in the 93/94
or 9A/95 Federal award year. Please use the following scale:

1 = Significant decrease occurred
2 = Small decrease occurred
3 = No significant change/did not occur
4 = Small increase occurred
5 = Significant increase occurred

Resource Level of Change

Number of staff positions related to financial aid
(temporary or permanent) I 2 3 4 5

Number of staff positions in accounting or business office I 2 3 4 5

Number of staff utilized for technical support 1 2 3 4 5

Number of hours current staff work 1 2 3 4 5

Equipment/Computers 1 2 3 4 5

Supplies (postage, copying, etc.) 1 2 3 4 5

Funds for training
1 2 3 4 5

Funds for staff travel 1 2 3 4 5

Develop/modify computer program/procedures I 2 3 4 5

Other (Specify)
1 2 3 4 5

19. What changes have you made to your administration to resolve specift problems? What other comments do
you have on changes in the FFEL Program? (This question is optional.)
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20. Please rate how sat.sfied you are with each aspect of the FFEL Programin the table below using a scale of 1-5.
with 1 being very' satisfied and 5 being very dissatisfied. or NA for Not Applicable.

Aspect of Program
Rate

Satisfaction
(1-5 or NA)

Comments

Timeliness of receipt of loan
funds under EFT processing

Timeliness of receipt of loan
funds under manual processing

Workload to counsel borrowers

Relationship with primary
lenders

Relationship with primary
guarantors

ED's responsiveness to reported
problems or difficuties in the
FFEL Program

ED's handling of special cases or
exceptions when reporting
problems or difficulties

1

Other (Specify)

21. 0 /erall, how satisfied were you with the FFEL Program priorto July 1994 when the Direct Loan Program was
implemented? On a scale of 1-5, please circle your level of satisfaction.

very satisfied 1 2 3 4 5 very dissatisfied

22. Currently, how satisfied are you with the FFEL Program? On a scale of 1-5, please circle your level of
satisfaction.

very satisfied 1 2 3 4 5 very dissatisfied

23. How much does the use of EFT affect your satisfaction with the FFEL Program? On a scale of 1-5, please circle
your resputse.

increases satisfaction 1 2 3 4 5 decreases satisfaction

24. What additional comments or suggestions do you have regarding your satisfaction with the FFEL Program'?
(This question is optional.)
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25. Have you applied or are you planning to apply for the Direct Loan Program?

D Applied to Direct Loan and will participate in Year 2
D Applied to Direct Loan and pending for Year 3
D Will apply to Direct Loan for Year 3
D Application for Direct Loan rejected
D No

Other (specify)

26. Please check below the most important reasons (up to three) why
the FFEL Program.

(0 Familiar with administiation of FFEL Program

02 Able to serve borrowers well through FFEL Program

03 Maintain relationship with lenders or guarantee agencies

1)4 Did not want to join Direct Loan during its first year of operation

FFEL Program appears simpler to administer than Direct Loan

05 FFEL Program loan processing is not responsibility of Financial Aid Office

(77 Want to continue to offer students a choice of loan sources

cs Do not want to originate loans

Key administrators at institution support FFEL Program

10 Important external supporters of FFEL Program (e.g., Board, funders, etc.)

I I Other (Specify)

aSkip to Question 27
0-Skip to Question 27
clSkip to Question 27
*Skip to Question 27
wAnswer Question 26
00Answer Question 26

your institution is currently participating in

27. Did you receive information regarding the Direct Loan Program from any of the following sources? Ifso, did
these source 3 impact your institution's decision regarding applying to participate in the Program?

1 = Did not receive information from this source
2 = Received information from this source and it did not impact our decision
3 = Received information from this source and it impacted our decision

Source

Department of Education

Postsecondary education associations (NASFAA, CCA, etc.)

Accrediting agency

Lender or guarantee agency

Loan servicing/collection agency

Our privately contracted servicing company

General media (newspapers, television, etc.)

Friends or colleagues in student financial aid

" 3 S8

Level of Impact

1 2 3

1 2 3

1 2 3

1 2 3

1 2 3

1 2

1 2 3

1 2 3



28. Please indicate your opinion about each of the following statements regarding the Direct Loan Program. using
the following scale.

1 = Strongly agree
2 = Somewhat agree
3 = No opinion
4 = Somewhat disagree
5 = Strongly disagree

It appears relatively easy to start up the Direct Loan Program at an institution.
It appears relatively difficult to administer the Direct Loan Program on a daily basis.
It appears that the Direct Loan Program may red.rce staff time.
1.1 appears that the Direct Loan Program requires more computers/more equipment to administer
than the FFEL Program.

29. Which of the following sources best describes the basis for your opinions regarding the Direct Loan Program?
(Check all that apply.)

Published reports
O Conferences pertaining to the Direct Loan Program
O Direct contact with Direct Loan schools
O Other (Please specify):

12



30. How have you resolved any specific difficulties encountered in the administration of the 1-I-EL Program?

(This question is optional.)

31. Do you have any additional comments or advice for the Department of Education that have not been specifically

addressed? (This question is optional.)

32. In considering future surveys of institutions participating in the Federal loan programs, we would like your
opinion to inform our decision about the timing of the survey. Which of the following timeframes would be
more useful to your institution?

0 Every six months (This would involve a primary survey in the fall and a condensed survey on satisfaction
issues in the spring.)

0 Once per year (This would be a single large survey in the fall.)

33. Do you have any suggestions or comments on this survey? What suggestions can we offer on ways to improve
future surveys or reduce their burden to you? (This question is optional.)

THANK YOU FOR COMPLETING THIS SURVEY.

030



Survey oi Institutions Participating in the Federal Family Education Loan Program
Conducted by Macro International Inc. Under Contract to the

U.S. Department of Education (Contract No. EA93085001)

Instruction5 for Electronic Completion of the Survey

If you have an Internet connection, you have the option of completing the survey electronically.
You can telnet to our account by typing "TELNET MNSNET.MNSINC.COM" at your system
prompt. (If this does not wo...k, you may need to type "TELNET", then press ENTER; then
type "OPEN MNSNET.MNSINC.COM".)

If you do not have access to telnet capabilities, you can still respond electronically by modem.
Dial our toll free number: (800) 659-9902. (The connection should be set at: no parity, 8 data
bits, I stop "ait. These are standard defaults, so you probably will not have to set them unless
you have difficulty logging in). Note that the higher the baud rate you set the connection, the
faster survey completion will be.

Once you have connected to our account, you will see the following prompts:

User ID: When this prompt appears, type the word: FFEL, then press ENTER.
Password: When this prompt appears, type the word: DECADE, then press ENTER. Note

that the user ID and password must be keyed in UPPERCASE.

Some information will flash by on the screen. This should be ignored. (It is information
introducing the software package.)

If the text appears garbled, you may have your terminal emulation set to an incompatible setting.
Try setting your terminal type to VT100, or to a type which does not use ANSI. (If you have
trouble with this procedure, please contact someone who is familiar with your system for
assistance).

You will be asked to enter your name and title, and some information will be displayed on the
screen. When this is completed, you will be brought to the main menu. The menu includes the
labels Secl through Sec6 (which indicate the 6 sections of the survey), and the option to QUIT.
To start, you may hit the tab key, the space bar, or the right arrow key to highlight the item
Seel., then press ENTER. This will bring you into the first section of the survey. When you
have finished answering all of the questions in the first section, you will be talcen back to the
main menu, and you may then move on to Sec2.

If you need to stop before completion of the survey, choose the option, QUIT from the main
menu (after completion of a section). When you log in again, you will be asked for your name
and title again, but you will only need to complete the parts of the survey that you had not
completed before. Xoljkl1noLncad_io=gaLsectiona. However, you do have to remember
the sections previously completed, since the system will not indicate this information. When you
have finished the sixth section, choose the option, QUIT.

We are grateful for your eooperation. To ensure that your responses are received in time to be
included in the survey results, please complete the questionnaire by April 28, 1995. Ifyou have
any questions regarding electronic survey completion, feel free to contact Katherine Hoffman
or Robert Blankenship at (800) 292-4460.



Survey of Institutions Participating in the Federal Family Education Loan Program
Conducted by Macro International Inc. Under Contract to the

U.S. Department of Education (Contract No. EA93085001)

Thank you for your interest in completing the survey electronically.

If you have an Internet connection, you can now begin electronic completion of the survey. You
can telnet to our account by typing "TELNET MNSNET.MNSINC.COM" at your system
prompt. (If this does not work, you may need to type "TELNET", then press ENTER; then
type "OPEN MNSNET.MNSINC.COM".)

If you do not have access to telnet capabilities, you can still respond electronically by modem.
Dial our toll free number: (800) 659-9902. (The connection should be set at: no parity, 8 data
bits, 1 ..top bit. These are standard defaults, so you probably will not have to set them unless
you have difficulty logging in). Note that the higher the baud rate you set the connection, the
faster survey completion will be.

Once you have connected to our account, you will see the following prompts:

User ID: When this prompt appears, type the word: FFEL, then press ENTER.
Password: When this prompt appears, type the word: DECADE, then press ENTER. Note

that the user ID and password must be keyed in UPPERCASE.

Some information will flash by on the screen. This should be ignored. (It is information
introducing the software package.)

If the text appears garbled, you may have your terminal emulation set to an incompatible setting.
Try setting your terminal type to VT100, or to a type which does not use ANSI. (If you have
trouble with this procedure, please contact someone who is familiar with your system for
assistance).

".au will be asked to enter your name and title, and some information will be displayed on the
screen. When this is completed, you will be brqught to the main menu. The menu includes the
labels Seel through See6 (which indicate the 6 sections of the survey), and the option to QUIT.
To start, you may hit the tab key, the space bar, or the right arrow key to highlight the item
Secl, then press ENTER. This will bring you into the first section of the survey. When you
have finished answering all of the questions in the first section, you will be taken back to the
main menu, and you may then move on to Sec2.

If you need to stop before completion of the survey, choose the option, QUIT from the main
menu (after completion of a section). When you log in again, you will be asked for your name
and title again, but you will only need to complete the parts of the survey that you had not
completed before. You will not need to repeat sections. However, you do have to remember
the sections previously completed, since the system will not indicate this information. When you
have finished the sixth section, choose the option, QUIT.

Once again, we would like to thank you for your participation! To ensure that your responses
are received in time to be included in the survey results, piease complete the questionnaire by
April 28, 1995. If you have any questions, feel free to contact Katherine Hoffman or Robert
Blankenship at (800) 292-4460.
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